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House of Representatives
The House met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. SIMPSON). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC, 
May 9, 2003. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable MICHAEL K. 
SIMPSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 

Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 
Lord, You are the lasting defense in 

battle and the guardian of Your people. 
Members of Congress have stood with 
the American people throughout the 
Iraqi conflict and now rejoice in seeing 
our military troops returning home. 
Bless and reward all those who proudly 
wear the uniforms of the Armed Forces 
of this Nation. Continue to protect 
those who are still in harm’s way any-
where in the world. Strengthen their 
families in love and answer the prayers 
of their children. Bring healing to 
those who have been injured in mili-
tary combat and grant eternal peace to 
those who have died. May their fami-
lies persevere in faith and find compas-
sion and support in their every need. 

May the last 50 days now bear true 
and lasting results of goodness and 
peace. 

Lord, may the celebration of Moth-
er’s Day this weekend celebrate the 
gift of life and renew the profound sig-
nificance of family relationships, now 
and forever. 

Amen. 
f 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair has examined the Journal of the 

last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote 
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 

gentleman from Montana (Mr. 
REHBERG) come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. REHBERG led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain five 1-minute 
speeches per side. 

f 

RELEASE OF DR. SALAI TUN THAN 
(Mr. BURNS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to announce good news. Dr. Salai 

Tun Than, University of Georgia grad-
uate and a political prisoner of the 
Burmese government since December 
2001, was released from his 7-year sen-
tence this past Sunday. While many 
were instrumental in Dr. Tun Than’s 
release, including the University of 
Georgia Student Government Associa-
tion and the UGA chapter of Amnesty 
International, I would like to express 
my gratitude to Burmese Ambassador 
Linn Myaing for his assistance and 
willingness to meet with me to discuss 
Dr. Tun Than. 

While I am grateful for Dr. Tun 
Than’s release, I am concerned that his 
release was contingent upon conditions 
restricting his future political engage-
ment, effectively denying him his free-
dom of speech. I hope that in the fu-
ture, the Burmese Government will 
strive for more openness, freedom, and 
democracy in its political process. 

Burma holds more than 1,000 pris-
oners like Dr. Tun Than in its prisons, 
many of whom have been there longer 
than Dr. Tun Than. This situation 
must change. I urge the Burmese Gov-
ernment not to stop with the release of 
Dr. Tun Than, but to release other po-
litical prisoners. Only then can democ-
racy and individual liberty flourish in 
Burma.

f 

REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC PLAN 
FAILS 

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, today the 
House of Representatives has a historic 
decision to make. We can get the econ-
omy moving again with a fair, fast-act-
ing, and fiscally sound Democratic 
plan; or we can pass a reckless plan 
that the Republicans are proposing 
that does not create jobs. 

The debate today is about leadership. 
Sadly, that leadership is lacking from 
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President Bush and from the Repub-
licans in Congress. In 2 years, Presi-
dent Bush and the Republicans in Con-
gress have presided over the most dra-
matic deterioration in our Nation’s 
economic health in our Nation’s his-
tory. We have lost 563 jobs every work-
ing hour of every working day since 
President Bush became President. That 
is 2.7 million jobs. 

That is why today is so tragic. We 
have an opportunity to create jobs and 
build a strong economy in a fiscally 
sound way. Instead, the reckless tax 
plan that the President has proposed 
has not only set a bad example; it has 
set in motion a feeding frenzy of one-
upmanship on tax cuts. 

None of these tax cuts is affordable. 
None of them creates jobs, and they are 
not fair. All of them do damage to our 
long-term economic growth and con-
tribute to the national deficit. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
reject the Republican tax cut for mil-
lionaires that leaves working families 
out in the cold. Vote ‘‘no,’’ reject the 
Republican proposal, reject their un-
dermining of opportunity in our coun-
try. Unfortunately, we do not have an 
opportunity for Members to support 
the Democratic plan because the Re-
publican leadership would not allow 
the free debate on the floor of this 
House of another proposal to promote 
economic growth to create jobs in a fis-
cally sound way. 

f 

H.R. 2 IS TAX RELIEF FOR 
EVERYONE 

(Mr. REHBERG asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. REHBERG. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to know just exactly what are tax 
cuts for the rich? I hear it all of the 
time from critics of tax relief, so I 
looked into it and discovered that if we 
applied the sweeping logic of the 
antitax relief crowd, the term ‘‘rich 
people’’ would have to include everyone 
who makes more than $5,000 a year. It 
turns out everyone is rich, because I 
am here to tell Members H.R. 2 is tax 
relief for everyone. 

Our bill expands the 10 percent tax 
bracket beginning this year. Is that a 
tax cut for the rich? It increases the 
standard deduction for married couples 
filing joint returns beginning this year. 
Are all married couples rich? It pro-
vides $1,000 child tax credit beginning 
this year. Do only rich people have 
children? 

In fact, the House Jobs and Growth 
Tax Act will create an estimated 1.2 
million jobs by the end of 2004. That 
translates into 2,700 jobs for Mon-
tanans this year, another 2,500 next 
year. It will also provide a tax break 
for small business and boost our strug-
gling economy. 

So let us get this straight. What they 
are calling tax cuts for the rich is 
going to bring us new jobs; relief for 
the poorest Americans; help for mar-

ried couples; help for small businesses, 
the backbone of our economy; an in-
crease in the child credit; and an im-
mediate jump-start to our economy. 
Call it what you like, it is good for 
Montana. 

f 

WHAT ARE REPUBLICANS AFRAID 
OF? 

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, what 
are Republicans afraid of? Are they 
afraid of the anger of millions of unem-
ployed when they find out Republicans 
are passing yet another massive tax 
cut to the already well-off, while un-
employment benefits for hard-hit fami-
lies are about to run out? Are Repub-
licans afraid of middle-class workers 
who do not know whether we are going 
to have another waive of corporate 
downsizing in this country that will 
put their jobs, their health care, and 
their kids’ educations at risk? 

What is clear is that Republicans are 
afraid of something because they will 
not even allow Democrats to offer our 
alternative plan. Republicans do not 
want an open debate because they do 
not want the American middle class to 
see that they are borrowing hundreds 
of billions of dollars tomorrow for the 
tax cuts they pay today. 

America cannot be red, white, and 
broke and meet its challenges both at 
home and abroad. It is time for the Re-
publicans to realize that a tax cut is 
not the answer to every problem. For 
21⁄2 years it has not worked; ask the 2 
million jobs that are now gone. It is 
time to stop squandering the future of 
American families and start doing 
something about this economic mess.

f 

HONORING VERNA ZIEGENHAGEN 
DURING TEACHER APPRECIA-
TION WEEK 

(Mr. KLINE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to recognize the achievements of a 
truly inspirational individual. As we 
conclude Teacher Appreciation Week, I 
would like to pay tribute to Minnesota 
educator Verna Ziegenhagen, and the 
many dedicated teachers like her who 
have inspired each of us. 

Who among us cannot look back and 
recall one teacher who made a dif-
ference in our lives? Verna 
Ziegenhagen has been that person for 
hundreds of Minnesota children. 
Throughout her 53 years as a teacher, 
Verna Ziegenhagen instructed and in-
spired the students of German Lake; Le 
Center; Heidelberg; Lexington; and Le 
Seuer, Minnesota. 

Following her 53-year teaching ca-
reer, Verna transplanted to her rural 
Le Center property a 100-plus-year-old 
country schoolhouse, which she filled 

with the mementoes of her teaching ca-
reer. What began as a personal journey 
to preserve the memories is now a mu-
seum of tribute to her former students 
and, by extension, a shrine to her own 
dedication and sacrifice. 

Verna’s dedication to teaching con-
tinues in spite of her retirement. For 
the past 16 years, this two-time Teach-
er of the Year has maintained and op-
erated the museum, constantly chang-
ing the theme to reflect the seasons 
and capture the imagination of visi-
tors. This is a wonderful teacher. We 
thank her. 

f 

REPUBLICANS FAIL TO TURN 
RECESSION AROUND 

(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, our Na-
tion is in a job recession with 2.7 mil-
lion jobs lost since President Bush 
took office, the worst jobs record in 40 
years. For almost 3 years, the Repub-
licans had the power to turn this reces-
sion around, and they have failed mis-
erably. 

For the past 2 years, the President 
and Republicans in Congress have re-
peatedly chosen tax breaks for the 
elite, and the American people are still 
waiting for one job to be created. 
Today Republicans are at it again with 
a bill on the floor that amounts to 
nothing more than a huge payback to 
the wealthiest Americans in our Na-
tion, a payback that is disguised in the 
form of breaks on capital gains and 
stock dividends, two proposals econo-
mists conclude will not create jobs or 
growth in the near future. 

Mr. Speaker, at a time when our 
economy needs a true jolt to reverse 
America’s economic skepticism, the 
Republican proposal will not stimulate 
the economy. The Republican record on 
economic stimulus is uninspiring, and 
one that should not be extended today. 
We have had enough of it. Let us not 
continue down this road and this con-
tinued economic downturn. 

f 

NEW TAX BILL IS FOR CREATING 
JOBS 

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, 
North Carolina unemployment is as 
bad as it is anywhere. Broyhill Indus-
tries just announced it is laying off 500 
people from their furniture factory. 

My little company has been oper-
ating wide open in North Carolina, lots 
of overtime, and that does not cost 
anything in additional expenditures 
and investment, but it reduces our effi-
ciency. 

The jobs part of the tax bill increas-
ing depreciation writeoffs make it sen-
sible to buy machinery and to cut down 
on overtime by creating four new jobs 
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by investing $170,000. We would not do 
this if it were not a plus in the tax bill. 
The jobs will be created in the same 
county where Broyhill laid off 500 peo-
ple. 

Mr. Speaker, I think people who have 
never been involved in employing peo-
ple and working together do not recog-
nize what an advantage this new tax 
bill is for creating jobs. 

f 

HERE REPUBLICANS GO AGAIN 

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, here they go again. When 
they first took office, the Bush admin-
istration said we needed a big tax cut 
to get the economy moving again. 
They gave us a big tax cut, financed 
out of the deficit, financed out of So-
cial Security; and we lost 1.7 million 
jobs since that tax cut. We have lost 2.5 
million jobs since the Bush administra-
tion took office. 

This morning they want to give us 
another trillion dollar tax cut to create 
more jobs, and the fact of the matter is 
that most of it will be financed out of 
the Social Security system and out of 
the deficit. When is this Nation going 
to learn that these people do not have 
a plan? They have yet to create a sin-
gle new job; but what they will do in 
this tax cut is for those families earn-
ing over a million dollars, they will get 
$93,000 back next year in tax cuts. For 
the average family, they will get $217 
back. In fact, over the next decade 
those families will take more in tax 
cuts than 90 percent of the population. 

Mr. Speaker, this is once again show-
ering hundreds of billions of dollars on 
the wealthiest people in the country 
while 2.5 million people are out of 
work, while 4 million people have given 
up looking for work, and three people 
are looking for every job that exists in 
this country. The Republicans and 
President Bush owe America better.

f 

b 0915 

ECONOMIC STIMULUS 

(Mr. SHIMKUS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, we have 
heard a lot of debate this morning al-
ready about no opportunities, but of 
course our friends on the other side 
will get an opportunity for a motion to 
recommit; and I think they can use 
that to highlight the plan, whatever it 
is that they have to offer. 

In southern Illinois we still have 
some of those old water pumps. You 
crank that pump and sometimes you 
crank and crank and there is no water 
that comes out. So what do you have to 
do? You have to get water. You have to 
pour it down to prime it. And then as 
you use that pump, the water comes 

up. That is what we are trying to do 
today. 

There are two basic provisions on 
this tax cut bill, one is for individuals 
and one is for businesses, directly pri-
marily to small businesses, the main 
job-creation engine of our country. It 
is not just individuals who are hurting 
but local governments are hurting, 
counties, States, townships, local com-
munities. The best way to get us out of 
our deficits and our malaise and our 
problems throughout this country is to 
get a growing, thriving economy. That 
is what we are trying to do today. That 
is what this bill does. That is why I 
support it.

f 

VOTE NO ON THE TAX BILL 
(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, today this 
House will vote on the Republicans’ 
wildly irresponsible tax bill which fails 
to stimulate our economy or create 
jobs, explodes the budget deficit and 
the national debt, and robs Social Se-
curity and other key priorities of cru-
cial funding. Our Republican friends 
continue to make wild claims about 
this tax bill, but the American people 
need to ask one very simple question: 
Do I trust TOM DELAY and the Repub-
lican majority who said that we would 
balance the budget, create jobs, and get 
the economy moving 2 years ago? Or do 
we trust an individual like Mr. Buffett, 
the largest investor, perhaps, in Amer-
ica, who recently said that cutting 
taxes on corporate dividends, an idea 
incorporated in the GOP bill, unfairly 
favors the wealthy and doubted that it 
would stimulate the economy? That is 
Warren Buffett. That is not one of us. 
Democrats strongly agree with him, 
however. 

We offered a plan that is fast-acting, 
fair and fiscally responsible, a plan 
that would create five times, over a 
million jobs, as this GOP bill does. 

Reject this failed policy.
f 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SIMPSON). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule 
XX, the pending business is the ques-
tion of the Speaker’s approval of the 
Journal of the last day’s proceedings. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 311, nays 72, 
not voting 51, as follows:

[Roll No. 177] 

YEAS—311

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballance 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Bell 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Collins 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley (CA) 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 

Everett 
Farr 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Grijalva 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoeffel 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Honda 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hunter 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Jackson (IL) 
Janklow 
Jenkins 
John 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHugh 

McInnis 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tauscher 
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Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Toomey 

Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Watson 

Weiner 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

NAYS—72 

Allen 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Berry 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capuano 
Cooper 
Costello 
Crowley 
DeFazio 
Doggett 
Engel 
English 
Fattah 
Filner 
Fletcher 
Ford 
Fossella 
Gonzalez 
Green (TX) 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hart 

Hastings (FL) 
Hefley 
Holt 
Hooley (OR) 
Hulshof 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick 
Kucinich 
Larsen (WA) 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
McDermott 
McNulty 
Miller, George 
Moore 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Pastor 
Peterson (MN) 

Ramstad 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Schakowsky 
Shadegg 
Snyder 
Spratt 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Weller 
Wicker 
Wu 

NOT VOTING—51 

Ackerman 
Barton (TX) 
Boyd 
Burton (IN) 
Capito 
Clay 
Cole 
Combest 
Conyers 
Crane 
Cubin 
Delahunt 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Feeney 
Gephardt 
Gillmor 
Hinchey 

Hyde 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (OH) 
King (IA) 
Kleczka 
Larson (CT) 
Lewis (CA) 
Maloney 
Miller, Gary 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Northup 
Owens 
Oxley 
Paul 

Pence 
Pitts 
Platts 
Quinn 
Rush 
Sanders 
Schrock 
Smith (MI) 
Stark 
Tancredo 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SIMPSON) (during the vote.) Members 
are advised that 2 minutes remain in 
this vote. 

b 0939 

Mr. GONZALEZ changed his vote 
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed without 
amendment concurrent resolutions of 
the House of the following titles:

H. Con. Res. 53. Concurrent Resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby. 

H. Con. Res. 96. Concurrent Resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the National Peace Officers’ Memorial Serv-
ice. 

H. Con. Res. 138. Concurrent Resolution au-
thorizing the printing of the Biographical 
Directory of the United States Congress, 
1774–2005.

The message also announced that the 
Senate has passed bills and concurrent 
resolution of the following titles in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested:

S. 113. An act to amend the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act of 1978 to cover in-
dividuals, other than United States persons, 
who engage in international terrorism with-
out affiliation with an international ter-
rorist group. 

S. 165. An act to improve air cargo secu-
rity. 

S. Con. Res. 26. Concurrent Resolution con-
demning the punishment of execution by 
stoning as a gross violation of human rights, 
and for other purposes.

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 106–398, as 
amended by Public Law 108–7, in ac-
cordance with the qualifications speci-
fied under section 1237(b)(3)(E) of Pub-
lic Law 106–398, and upon the rec-
ommendation of the Majority Leader, 
in consultation with the chairmen of 
the Senate Committee on Armed Serv-
ices and the Senate Committee on Fi-
nance, the Chair, on behalf of the 
President pro tempore, appoints the 
following individuals to the United 
States-China Economic Security Re-
view Commission—

Roger W. Robinson, Jr. of Maryland, 
for a term expiring December 31, 2005; 

Robert F. Ellsworth of California, for 
a term expiring December 31, 2004; and 

Michael A. Leden of Maryland, for a 
term expiring December 31, 2003. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to sections 276d–276g of title 
22, United States Code, as amended, the 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
appoints the following Senators as 
members of the Senate Delegation to 
the Canada-United States Inter-
parliamentary Group during the First 
Session of the One Hundred Eighth 
Congress, to be held in Canada, May 15–
19, 2003: 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. 
LEAHY). 

The Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA).

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of Senate 
Resolution 105 (adopted April 13, 1989), 
as amended by Senate Resolution 149 
(adopted October 5, 1993), as amended 
by Public Law 105–275, further amended 
by Senate Resolution 75 (adopted 
March 25, 1999), and Senate Resolution 
383 (adopted October 27, 2000), the 
Chair, on behalf of the Democratic 
Leader, announces the appointment of 
the following Senators to serve as 
members of the Senate National Secu-
rity Working Group for the One Hun-
dred Eighth Congress: 

The Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 
BYRD) (Democratic Administrative Co-
Chairman). 

The Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN) (Democratic Co-Chairman). 

The Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
BIDEN) (Democratic Co-Chairman). 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KENNEDY). 

The Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
SARBANES). 

The Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. 
KERRY). 

The Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
DORGAN). 

The Senator from Illinois (Mr. DUR-
BIN). 

The Senator from Florida (Mr. NEL-
SON).

The message also announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of Senate 
Resolution 105 (adopted April 13, 1989), 
as amended by Senate Resolution 149 
(adopted October 5, 1993), as amended 
by Public Law 105–275, further amended 
by Senate Resolution 75 (adopted 
March 25, 1999), and Senate Resolution 
383 (adopted October 27, 2000), the Chair 
announces, on behalf of the Majority 
Leader, the appointment of the fol-
lowing Senators to serve as members of 
the Senate National Security Working 
Group for the One Hundred Eighth Con-
gress: 

The Senator from Tennessee (Mr. 
FRIST), Majority Leader. 

The Senator from Alaska (Mr. STE-
VENS), President pro tempore (Co-
Chairman). 

The Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
COCHRAN), (Majority Administratve Co-
Chairman). 

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. KYL) 
(Co-Chairman). 

The Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
LOTT), (Co-Chairman). 

The Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
LUGAR). 

The Senator from Virginia (Mr. WAR-
NER). 

The Senator from Colorado (Mr. AL-
LARD). 

The Senator from Alabama (Mr. SES-
SIONS). 

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. 
NICKLES).

f 

JOBS AND GROWTH 
RECONCILIATION TAX ACT OF 2003 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 227 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 227
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in 
the House the bill (H.R. 2) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide addi-
tional tax incentives to encourage economic 
growth. The bill shall be considered as read 
for amendment. The amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on Ways and 
Means now printed in the bill shall be con-
sidered as adopted. All points of order 
against the bill, as amended, are waived. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill, as amended, to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except: (1) 
one hour of debate on the bill, as amended, 
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means; and (2) one 
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS) 
is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FROST), ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules, pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
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may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

(Mr. REYNOLDS asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, House 
Resolution 227 is a closed rule pro-
viding 1 hour of debate for consider-
ation of H.R. 2, the Jobs and Growth 
Reconciliation Act of 2003. The rule 
waives all points of order against the 
bill, as amended, and against its con-
sideration; provides one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, our economy is a global 
one, dependent on free markets, free 
trade and free-flowing exchange of 
ideas and information. But our econ-
omy is also local. Its effects ripple 
through communities throughout 
America impacting each and every 
working family. In the final months of 
the previous administration, America’s 
economy was beginning to slow. Presi-
dent Bush in one of his first major pol-
icy initiatives of his new presidency 
shepherded through the largest tax re-
duction package in a generation, need-
ed tax relief for working families that 
this Congress approved in bipartisan 
fashion. We lowered rates for American 
workers, made the Tax Code fairer by 
easing the marriage penalty, and pro-
vided an immediate shot in the arm to 
overtaxed American families and our 
national economy by providing a well-
deserved rebate to some 95 million tax-
payers.

b 0945 

The result? The shortest and 
shallowest recession in America’s his-
tory. 

Then the unthinkable happened. 
While positive growth registered in the 
fourth quarter of 2001, the horrific at-
tacks on our Nation on September 11 
left our Nation and our economy trau-
matized, and nowhere was that impact 
felt harder than in my home State of 
New York. 

Still, our country rallied and pro-
duced positive growth in all four quar-
ters of 2002, according to the National 
Bureau of Economic Research. But this 
calculated growth has not always been 
readily recognizable across America. 
The American people demand and de-
serve an energized economy, complete 
with expanding job opportunities and 
investment incentives. 

As a logical compliment of the Eco-
nomic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act, today’s bill provides 
consistent tax relief and growth poli-
cies that will generate, on average, 
575,000 jobs a year for the next 5 years. 

In New York, this will mean nearly 
36,000 new jobs every year for 5 years. 
For my part of the State, which never 
shared in the economic boom of the 
1990s, job growth remains the number 
one priority, and this type of positive 
impact is what this and so many other 
parts of our country need. Plus, it puts 
more money back in the hands of hard-
working Americans. Former President 

Richard Nixon once said, ‘‘We can 
never make taxation popular, but we 
can make taxation fair.’’

Two years ago, this Congress started 
to make the Tax Code more fair, and 
today we have the opportunity once 
again to achieve parity and fairness in 
the Tax Code. For years it has been 
well-documented that taxpayers in my 
home State of New York send far more 
of their hard-earned money to Wash-
ington than they get back in Federal 
programs and services. Frankly, my 
constituents and their pocketbooks 
have noticed. 

My constituents have expressed their 
sincere concerns with the double tax-
ation of dividends. Many are middle-
class, retired seniors who rely on divi-
dends as parts of their income. This 
legislation drastically reduces the divi-
dend tax burden, making stocks more 
valuable and increasing expected rates 
of return. Stockholders in my district 
and all across America will have more 
control over their own money, while at 
the same time watching it grow at a 
faster rate. 

The effect is twofold: First, to bring 
fairness to the Tax Code by greatly re-
ducing the double taxation of divi-
dends; second, as dividend paying 
stocks become more attractive, more 
potential investors will be brought to 
the market. 

This bill also ensures equal treat-
ment of dividends and capital gains by 
lowering the rate for each to 15 per-
cent. By lowering the rates on divi-
dends and capital gains, people will be 
more willing to invest because they 
will pay less tax on the returns to their 
investment, and corporate managers 
may find it more attractive to invest 
in projects since their cost of capital 
will decline. When businesses find their 
cost of capital lowered, it increases the 
likelihood that they will invest in new 
machinery, projects and employees. As 
more people invest, more companies 
grow and more jobs are created. 

Another important component of this 
job-creating tax relief is our continued 
effort towards greater corporate ac-
countability. By strengthening divi-
dends, investors will have solid evi-
dence of a company’s corporate health, 
proving the investor’s adage that 
‘‘profits are an opinion, but cash is a 
fact.’’ By reducing the advantage of 
paying interest ahead of paying divi-
dends, the incentive for some corporate 
managers to cook the books will be 
greatly diminished. 

Equally important, this bill acceler-
ates common-sense tax relief for fami-
lies. By increasing the child tax credit 
to $1,000 for calendar years 2003 
through 2005 and by expediting mar-
riage penalty relief, families will re-
tain valuable resources to help pay for 
their child’s education, make a mort-
gage payment or help pay off the debt. 

As President Bush said, ‘‘If tax relief 
is good for Americans years from now, 
it is even better when the American 
economy needs it today.’’

In New York, over 2 million married 
couples will benefit from marriage pen-

alty relief and over 1.5 married families 
with children will benefit from the in-
creased child tax credit. 

Our country is blessed with a strong 
entrepreneurial spirit. Under this bill, 
small businesses will have the option of 
immediately deducting $100,000 in ex-
penses, a significant increase over the 
current $25,000 deduction. Because 
most small businesses pay taxes as in-
dividuals, accelerating the top rate re-
duction means lower taxes for small 
business owners. That means that mil-
lions of entrepreneurs will have more 
resources to spend on employees, sup-
plies or expansion efforts. 

Mr. Speaker, the President has laid 
out clear goals for a strong, growing 
economy. Today this body can move 
one step closer to implementing this 
plan to create 1.2 million jobs by the 
end of 2004 alone. 

Our country is already facing great 
challenges, and we must remain dili-
gent in our efforts to tackle what lies 
ahead. The Jobs and Growth Tax Rec-
onciliation Act confronts head on the 
serious issues before us, boosting em-
ployment levels, lowering the tax bur-
den and growing the economy. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this rule, as well as the cru-
cial underlying legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. FROST asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.) 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the rule 
poses a serious threat to the American 
economy because it prevents the House 
from considering anything other than 
the same old failed Bush economics 
that have left America with the weak-
est economy in a generation. 

Now, when I am back in my district 
in Texas, I am often asked a question 
that is highly relevant to today’s de-
bate. That question is, ‘‘Why does the 
Bush administration continue to insist 
on more tax breaks for the wealthiest 
few, while the country is running 
record deficits?’’ So I want to take a 
few minutes to share with the House 
the explanation I give to my own con-
stituents. 

It all began during the 2000 campaign 
for President. At the start of that cam-
paign, the Republican candidate from 
my State of Texas, who now serves as 
President, made an almost unprece-
dented decision. He became one of the 
very few presidential candidates who 
have ever rejected Federal funding dur-
ing the primaries. By rejecting Federal 
funds, of course, he freed himself from 
the State by State spending limits and, 
therefore, he was able to outspend his 
most serious Republican rival for the 
nomination at a critical point in the 
primary campaign. 

As a part of the decision to reject 
Federal funds, the Bush campaign es-
tablished a special group called the 
‘‘Pioneers.’’ Each Member of this small 
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elite group agreed to raise at least 
$100,000 for the Bush campaign. 

I submit for the RECORD a list of 
more than 5 Bush campaign ‘‘Pioneers’’ 

as compiled by Texans for Public Jus-
tice. I also submit for the RECORD an 
article from the May 6, 2003, edition of 
the Washington Post. Its headline 

reads, ‘‘ ‘Pioneers paved Bush’s way 
with big dollars.’ ’’
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LAWSUIT REVEALS 312 NEW BUSH ‘‘PIONEER’’ 

FUNDRAISERS 

Austin & Boston: Newly released Bush 
presidential campaign documents reveal 312 
previously unknown members of Bush’s 
record-breaking ‘‘Pioneer’’ fundraising net-
work. Participants volunteered to help the 
campaign circumvent a $1,000 federal cam-
paign contribution limit by pledging to bun-
dle checks from family, friends and associ-
ates (most Pioneers pledged to raise at least 
$100,000). Combined with previous disclo-
sures, the new data publicly identify 538 par-
ticipants in the Pioneer program. Yet the 
new documents still do not reveal what each 
participant raised nor the total amount of 
Pioneer money raised. Indeed, there is some 
evidence that the campaign has yet to dis-
close everyone who answered the ‘‘Pioneer’’ 
call. 

The new disclosures come in response to a 
legal challenge to a provision of the McCain-
Feingold 2002 Bipartisan Campaign Reform 
Act that doubled the limit on individual con-
tributions to federal candidates to $2,000 and 
up to $12,000 in races involving a self-funded 
candidate. Represented by the National Vot-
ing Rights Institute (NVRI), the plaintiffs, 
known as ‘‘the Adams plaintiffs,’’ argued 
that the increased limits would open the 
floodgates to donations from the wealthy 
and make it impossible for candidates with-
out large networks of maximum donors to 
run for office. The Pioneer program is a lead-
ing example of the way that wealthy inter-
ests are able to bundle together large con-
tributions to influence elections. A federal 
court panel ruling on May 2 rejected the ar-
guments made by the Adams plaintiffs. 

In response to a September 2002 subpoena 
from the plaintiffs requesting complete con-
tribution data and other information on the 
Pioneer program, representatives of the 
campaign claimed to possess only limited in-
formation. For example, Bush attorneys 
claimed that they could not locate an ac-
counting of the total amount of money 
raised by each Pioneer fundraiser. Bush law-
yers provided only limited financial data on 
just 212 of the 538 disclosed Pioneer fund-
raisers. The total amount attributed to these 
212 fundraisers through some unknown data 
in the campaign is $24.9 million, far short of 
the $60 million to $80 million that observers 
suspect that the program raised. 

‘‘It’s time to end the secrecy over who 
bankrolled the Bush campaign,’’ said Craig 
McDonald, an expert witness for the plain-
tiffs and director of Texans for Public Jus-
tice, a research organization that has 
tracked Bush’s fundraising since his guber-
natorial days. ‘‘It just isn’t believable that 
the President’s campaign lost most of a $60 
million fundraising list. Has anyone checked 
Donald Evans’ laptop?’’

‘‘These documents reveal the dispropor-
tionate power gained by those who can bun-
dle huge sums of hard money for political 
campaigns,’’ said NVRI Executive Director 
John C. Bonifaz. ‘‘With the hard money in-
creases in the Bipartisan Campaign Reform 
Act, elite donors such as the Bush Pioneers 
will achieve a stranglehold over the electoral 
process and ordinary voters will be locked 
out. This offends the basic constitutional 
promise of political equality for all.’’

The newly released information and an ac-
companying Texans for Public Justice (TPJ) 
analysis reveals the identities of previously 
unknown Pioneer fundraisers. Key facts 
about the newly released Pioneer volunteers 
include: 

The campaign credited each of 21 super 
Pioneers (or partnerships in which two or 
three participants shared one Pioneer track-
ing number) with raising more than $200,000 
through some unknown data in the cam-

paign. Topping the list are business partners 
William DeWitt and Mercer Reynolds, whom 
the new records reveal supported Bush to an 
extent rivaled perhaps only by Enron. Shar-
ing the same Pioneer tracking number, these 
two Men—who bailed out Bush’s hem-
orrhaging Bush Oil Co., in 1984 and invested 
in the Texas Rangers venture that made 
Bush a millionaire 15 times over—delivered a 
minimum of $605,082. 

The largest known single individual Pio-
neer was Michigan real estate magnate Ron-
ald Weiser, who was credited with delivering 
at least $588,309. 

At least 49 of the newly identified fund-
raisers are Lawyers & Lobbyists Randy 
DeLay, brother of House Majority Whip Tom 
DeLay. 

At least 44 of the just-disclosed fundraisers 
come from the Energy and Natural Re-
sources industry, including former Dynergy 
CEO Chuck Watson and former El Paso En-
ergy CEO William Wise, whose companies 
were battered by Enronesque allegations of 
accounting fraud and ‘‘round-trip trading.’’ 
The oil company of Pioneer Ray Hunt has 
teamed up with Halliburton to build a gas 
pipeline through a fragile Peruvian rain for-
est that is home to remote indigenous tribes. 

Former Enron chief Ken Lay was credited 
with raising at least $112,050. 

Two-thirds of the new fundraisers (201) 
come from Bush’s home state of Texas, fol-
lowed by 18 from California and 16 from 
Washington, D.C. 

Critics have long contended that Bush’s 
Pioneer disclosures were incomplete—if not 
selective. Bush campaign officials told the 
media that almost 400 individuals already 
had taken the Pioneer pledge by July 1999. 
An April 2000 article reported that the cam-
paign had revealed just one-third of the 
names that appeared on campaign Pioneer 
lists obtained by The Nation. In fact, six of 
the eleven Pioneers that The Nation re-
ported by name did not appear in the newly 
released documents (all of these happen to be 
current or former corporate lobbyists). Prior 
to the latest disclosure, the Bush campaign 
had revealed just 226 Pioneers whom it said 
had raised at least $100,000 each. 

Materials related to the new Pioneer dis-
closures made available at the TPJ web site 
include: 

1. Previously sealed depositions of Bush for 
President Committee Finance Director Jack 
Oliver; 

2. A sample of the more than 300 Pioneer 
tracking forms produced by the campaign; 

3. A campaign spreadsheet tracking 505 
Pioneer program participants (including lim-
ited contribution data on 212 of them); 

4. A TPJ-compiled list of all 538 known 
Pioneer program participants; and 

5. A preliminary TPJ analysis of the newly 
revealed Pioneer participants. 

‘‘PIONEERS’’ PAVED BUSH’S WAY WITH BIG 
DOLLARS 

Some of the lobbyists and corporate execu-
tives who funded President Bush’s campaign 
agreed to raise at least $250,000 apiece, much 
more than the previously reported goal of 
$100,000, according to campaign documents. 

The documents, released as part of litiga-
tion over the nation’s new campaign-finance 
law, show that the Bush campaign’s finan-
cial appetite made the contribution limit of 
$1,000 look like little more than a formality. 

Although no individual could legally give 
more than $1,000, the campaign circulated 
pledge sheets inviting donors to raise $250,000 
from their friends and subordinates, then 
tracked the results with a computer code so 
the donor would get credit for all the checks. 

Those who raised $100,000 were recognized 
as Pioneers, but the campaign documents 

show that there was a previously undisclosed 
class of donor who raised as much as $600,000. 
When the Pioneer program was created by 
Bush’s presidential exploratory campaign in 
1999, the announced goal for members was 
$100,000, although the campaign always made 
it clear that they could raise more. 

In fact, they were encouraged to do so. The 
pledge form from the finance committee of 
the George W. Bush Presidential Exploratory 
Committee Inc. had an ‘‘I pledge to raise’’ 
section ranging from $25,000 to $250,000. 

Republican officials said the campaign 
made no distinction between the premium 
Pioneers and the regular ones. 

One enthusiastic telemarketing executive 
was not content with the choices on the form 
and wrote ‘‘$5.75 million’’ in bold letters, al-
though there is no indication he raised that 
much. At least 26 supporters promised to 
raise $250,000, one wrote in $500,000 and two 
pledged $1 million. Many of them fell short. 

The form asked donors to give a target 
date for completing the goal. A corner of the 
form included a four-digit number that the 
campaign used to track the contributions on 
spreadsheets. ‘‘Remember, your Solicitor 
Tracking Number is your personal tracking 
number for money that you raise,’’ the form 
said. ‘‘Please place this number on any check 
that you solicit.’’

The campaign also tracked contributions 
by industry, and Democrats have asserted 
that the system was set up to expedite re-
ward and punishment. Jack Oliver, the cam-
paign’s national finance director, said in a 
deposition during the campaign-finance liti-
gation that the number was used to prevent 
disputes over who had raised what. 

‘‘The Pioneer system itself, the tracking 
method was effective because people didn’t 
fight over things like they usually did,’’ said 
Oliver, now the deputy chairman of the Re-
public National Committee. 

Targeted solicitations were made to air-
line, association and utility executives and 
Bush’s class at Harvard Business School, ac-
cording to the documents. Some of the let-
ters used campaign stationary, but Oliver 
said the solicitations were from individual 
Bush supporters and not the campaign. ‘‘We 
wanted to reach out as broadly as humanly 
possible, to touch as many different seg-
ments of America as we could,’’ Oliver said 
in the deposition. 

Pioneers were given briefings on confiden-
tial polling data and were feted at a recep-
tion at the Republican National Convention. 
Since Bush took office, at least 19 have been 
named ambassadors. 

The documents, which were first reported 
by the Dallas Morning News and the New 
York Times, showed that at least 27 couples 
had raised $200,000 or more for Bush by the 
time he had defeated Sen. John McCain (R–
Ariz.) in the 2000 primaries, and the money 
kept rolling in for several more months. 

Many of the super-Pioneers were longtime 
friends of Bush, but others were executives 
who stood to benefit substantially from his 
administration. Frederick L. Webber, cred-
ited with raising $206,000 through March 15, 
2000, was president and chief executive of the 
American Chemistry Council until seven 
months ago. The council, which represents 
chemical manufacturers, promotes the 
‘‘sound science’’ approach to environmental 
regulation that has been a mantra of Bush’s 
administration. 

Another of the premium Pioneers was 
Richard E. Hug of Baltimore, founder and 
chairman emeritus of Environmental Ele-
ments Corp., which makes smokestack 
scrubbers and other pollution controls. Hug 
said that Bush’s Clear Skies Initiative, 
which would revise parts of the Clean Air 
Act and is being considered by Congress, 
would be ‘‘very beneficial’’ to his company 
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by requiring utilities to upgrade their emis-
sion systems, but that it had nothing to do 
with the $275,000 he raised. 

‘‘The Pioneers program really incentivized 
people to do a great job for the next presi-
dent,’’ said Hug, who was Bush’s Maryland 
Finance chairman. ‘‘There wasn’t any finan-
cial remuneration or anything like that, but 
it was just being on the team. I can’t imag-
ine there’s any Pioneer who won’t help 
George W. again.’’

Hug noted with a chuckle that the Pio-
neers had to pay extra for the sterling silver 
cufflinks that served as emblems of their 
service to the campaign. 

Bonnie Tenneriello, staff attorney for the 
National Voting Rights Initiative, which re-
leased the documents, said they show that 
the campaign-finance system gives ‘‘a huge 
advantage to wealthy individuals who are 
able to network and effectively aggregate 
huge amounts.’’

Her group went to court to argue against 
the doubling of the money that can be given 
to a campaign as a direct contribution, 
known as hard money, to $2,000 under the 
new campaign finance law Bush signed last 
year. On Friday, a three-judge panel of the 
U.S. District Court for the District of Colum-
bia struck down major provisions of the law, 
but left in place the higher ceiling for direct 
contributions to campaigns. 

Republican sources said that because of 
the new limit, Bush’s reelection campaign is 
likely to ask Pioneers to raise at least 
$200,000.

Mr. Speaker, this is what I point out 
to my constituents. Had it not been for 
Candidate Bush’s decision to reject 
Federal funding, he might have lost 
nomination, and thus never have be-
come President. So, in reality, it was 
the Bush ‘‘Pioneers’’ who elected the 
43rd President of the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, it should come as no 
great surprise that the top priority for 
many of the Bush ‘‘Pioneers’’ is to re-
duce the taxes they pay through the in-
heritance tax, through the top mar-
ginal income tax rate, and through 
capital gains taxes, and it should come 
as no great surprise that the Bush ad-
ministration, from the day it entered 
office, has made it a priority to reduce 
taxes on the wealthiest few. 

Mr. Speaker, the Republican bill on 
the House floor today is merely the lat-
est installment in this plan to give 
budget-busting tax breaks to the 
wealthiest few. If Republicans were 
shooting straight with the American 
people, they would call it the ‘‘Pio-
neer’s Tax Relief Act, Part 2.’’

Make no mistake: It is just another 
phase in the same old budget-busting 
Republican priorities that have already 
failed the economy. Part 1 of the Pio-
neers Tax Relief Act was the package 
of tax breaks that the Republicans 
passed in 2001. 

To see how badly the Republican eco-
nomic plan has failed, all we have to do 
is look around. All in all, some 2.7 mil-
lion Americans have lost their jobs 
since George W. Bush became Presi-
dent. In fact, only Herbert Hoover lost 
more jobs than George W. Bush has. 

The stock market is down. Repub-
licans have driven America’s deficit so 
high that the Bush administration’s 
own Treasury Department has twice 
asked the Congress to raise the debt 

limit so they can borrow more money. 
And Alan Greenspan is worried about 
the long-term economic damage that 
would be caused by even more budget-
busting tax breaks. 

Mr. Speaker, in just over 2 years Re-
publicans have compiled a record of un-
mitigated economic failure. I defy any-
one to explain how Bush economics is 
working for America. 

The truth is Americans are still suf-
fering from the second Bush recession 
in just over a decade. In fact, it is the 
third Republican recession in the past 
20 years. If Republicans keep driving 
the economy into the ground, colleges 
will have to start teaching the new 
basic equation of Economics 101: Re-
publican power plus Republican eco-
nomic policies equals American reces-
sion. 

But none of that seems to matter to 
the Republicans who control the Fed-
eral Government right now, because 
with this bill they are pushing more of 
the same old Bush failed economics. 

It does not seem to matter that those 
failed policies have left America with 
the worst economy in a generation, or 
that America has actually lost jobs 
since Republicans passed Part 1 of the 
Pioneer’s Tax Relief Act, their 2001 
package of tax relief for the wealthiest, 
or that Part 2, the bill on the floor, 
will not create any more jobs than 
Part 1 does. 

It does not seem to matter that this 
bill shortchanges the majority of 
Americans on tax relief, or that it 
drives the Nation even deeper into 
debt, raising the debt tax on all Ameri-
cans and hurting the economy over the 
long term. 

All that seems to matter to the 
President and to the Republicans in 
Congress is this fact: Part 2 of the Pio-
neers Tax Relief Act gives every mil-
lionaire a $93,000 tax break, even as it 
sticks the rest of America with the 
bill. To put it in context, the $93,000 
tax break for millionaires is almost 
enough money to qualify as a Bush 
‘‘Pioneer.’’

It is hard to believe, Mr. Speaker, but 
that is the sad truth. A small elite 
group, the ‘‘Pioneers,’’ and a few people 
like them, are the focus of Republican 
economic policy. And no matter how 
bad the economy gets, the President 
and this Republican Congress will keep 
raiding ordinary taxpayers to pay for 
more tax breaks for the wealthiest of 
the wealthy, and that is why we are 
here today, stuck with yet another Re-
publican tax plan that is bad for the 
economy. As I have said before, it is 
does not have to be this way. Most 
Americans believe, as House Democrats 
do, that it is ridiculous to stick with 
economic policies that have so clearly 
failed. 

That is why we have proposed the 
Democratic Jobs and Growth Plan. It 
is fast-acting, creating 1 million new 
jobs. It is fair, providing meaningful 
tax relief to working families. And it is 
fiscally responsible, completely paid 
for over 10 years. But Republican lead-

ers are apparently afraid of sound eco-
nomic policy, because just late last 
night in the Committee on Rules they 
blocked the Democratic Jobs and 
Growth Plan. 

Mr. Speaker, Americans have suf-
fered long enough under the same old 
failed Bush-onomics. It is time for a 
change, before Republicans do perma-
nent damage to our economy. But the 
only way to change America’s eco-
nomic policy today is on the important 
parliamentary vote on the previous 
question. If we defeat the previous 
question, I will amend the rule to allow 
the House to vote on the Democratic 
Jobs and Growth Plan. That is the only 
way we can provide immediate job-
boosting help to the economy today. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LINDER), a distinguished mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, if we just take that last 
comment by the gentleman from Texas 
and play it over and over and over, we 
would have today’s debate, because 
they are concerned that people who 
pay taxes will get tax relief. 

We have over the last 40 years re-
moved 50 percent of the income earners 
from the tax rolls. This year the top 1 
percent of the income earners will pay 
38 percent of all the income taxes. The 
bottom 50 percent collectively will pay 
less than 3 percent. And, guess what? I 
do not mean to sound remedial here, 
but if you are going to cut taxes, the 
taxpayers are going to get the relief.

b 1000 
We have done this before in this 

country. In 1961 President Kennedy 
said, ‘‘A rising tide lifts all boats.’’ 
They removed the top tax bracket from 
90 percent to 70 percent, and guess who 
got the relief? The top tax bracket. 

We reduce taxes in this country for a 
reason, and it is an economic reason. 
The less burden the government places 
on the backs of small businesses and 
income earners, the more economic ac-
tivity we will have, and more economic 
activity means more jobs, and more 
jobs means more taxpayers, and indeed, 
more revenues. 

In 1980, before the Reagan tax cut, 
the American people contributed $519 
billion to the Federal Government. 
After those outrageous tax cuts, 10 
years later, the American people con-
tributed $1.54 trillion. A rising tide 
lifts all boats. 

If we want to stop this country from 
going into recession, if we want to 
build a growing economy, we simply 
have to remove the heavy burden of 
government from the backs of small 
business and income earners and let 
them create jobs, which will increase 
revenues. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 
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(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given 

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
day that I do not think our country 
will ever forget. It is a day of infamy. 
It is a day that the Republican major-
ity has decided that it is their way or 
the highway. If they have a bill that 
they are so proud of, why is it that 
they believe that the Democrats should 
not be able to at least reveal what we 
want to do? 

Here we are on the brink in history 
where we are bringing democracy and 
freedom to Iraq; but at the same time, 
we are diminishing it here in the House 
of Representatives. 

This bill that is coming up, the se-
cret Bush tax plan that even the Presi-
dent did not know about, came to the 
Committee on Ways and Means on 
Tuesday, we voted for it on Friday and 
never given an opportunity to bring 
our bill to the floor. I really believe 
that it should be shameful that in this 
House of Representatives that we ever 
forget what they are doing to the 
American people. 

Some people have just said that if 
you are not rich, you are not entitled 
to a tax cut. If you are the working 
poor, if you are unemployed, you are 
not entitled to any relief. We truly be-
lieve in this House, the people’s House, 
what the majority is doing, they are 
not doing it to the Democrats who are 
the minority, they are not just doing 
this to the House of Representatives 
and the Congress; they are doing it to 
America, because they are afraid to 
allow a different point of view to be 
heard. 

I hope we never, never, never forget 
this day. I hope when the Democrats 
get the majority, that they never, 
never, never do what the Republicans 
are doing today. They should be 
ashamed of themselves for what they 
are doing to the legislative process, but 
more important than anything else, 
what they are doing to the good people 
of the United States of America. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

It is a tough day when I watch some 
of my colleagues use kind of a class 
warfare tactic. I would think I was in a 
political 101 class when I listened to 
‘‘pioneers,’’ except I know that the 
President, when he ran as a candidate 
from being the Governor of Texas, he 
took all local money from those pio-
neers. Not all parties can claim that 
over the recent decade. 

But when we look here, I know some-
thing about Grand Prairie taxes where 
my colleague, the ranking member of 
the Committee on Rules, comes from. 
My wife lived there; grew up there 
until she moved to New York with me. 
I know a little about western New 
York where I reside, but I know a little 
about Harlem, where the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means resides. They are not rich in my 
area. They are not rich in Grand Prai-
rie, Texas; and they are not rich in 

Harlem. But this bill, a typical family 
of four earning $40,000 will see their 
taxes go from $1,178 to $45 a year, and 
23 million small businesses, whether it 
is Grand Prairie or Buffalo or Harlem, 
will be able to create new jobs with 
new incentives and tax relief under this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE).

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in utter astonishment at my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle. 
Here we are today with a plan before us 
that has the potential to create 1.2 mil-
lion jobs by the end of next year, a plan 
that would raise the total value of the 
stock market by at least $550 billion, a 
plan that has the ability to help small 
businesses invest in more equipment 
and expand operations, a plan that 
would guarantee working families 
more of what they earn through in-
creases in the child tax credit and fur-
ther reductions in their overall income 
tax rates. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle are trying to block it. 

I wonder if the small business owners 
in their home towns would disagree 
with them if they knew they did not 
want them to be able to buy that extra 
piece of equipment or keep a little 
more of their profit so that they could 
hire an extra person. I wonder if the 
single mother of two from their com-
munity who is working two jobs just to 
make ends meet would ask them to 
support this package so that they 
could provide her with a little extra 
spending money for food and clothes 
and rent. And I wonder if their neigh-
bors, who are trying to save for their 
children’s education and their retire-
ment, would want them to support this 
pro-growth package that would in-
crease the value of their 401(k)s. 

Their questions are the same as 
mine: Why do they oppose job creation? 
Why do they want to stop businesses 
from becoming productive and growing 
their operations? And why do they 
think they can spend working families’ 
money better than the families them-
selves? 

Mr. Speaker, it is a clear choice be-
fore us today. We can complain, we can 
bury our heads in the sand and do noth-
ing, pretending that we do not need to 
inject some lifeblood into this econ-
omy, or we can look to the future and 
understand that right now we have the 
opportunity and the obligation to cre-
ate jobs and grow this economy. 

Let us get on with it, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), the distinguished 
Democratic whip.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

We just heard a representation of 
what their bill is going to do. We ought 
to judge the credibility of those rep-
resentations. The gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. DELAY), October 24, 2001: 
‘‘This tax plan is the right medicine for 

our economy. It is the best way to put 
people back to work and create jobs.’’

After we adopted his policy, we have 
lost 2.7 million jobs in America. 

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY) said, ‘‘The Democrats bring to 
the floor today a tax package that will 
cost jobs.’’ He said that May 27, 1993. 
That program resulted in the creation 
of 22 million jobs over the next 8 years 
and the reduction of the deficit and the 
creation of 4 years of surplus for the 
first time in 80 years. 

President Bush said of his last tax 
bill in 2001: ‘‘Tax relief is central to my 
plan to encourage economic growth 
and we can proceed with tax relief 
without fear of budget deficits.’’ We 
now have the largest budget deficit in 
the history of this country confronting 
us after the adoption of his plan; and 
we have just increased, through the 
House, it has not passed the Senate, $1 
trillion in additional debt. That is a 
debt tax. 

The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
REYNOLDS) talks about the $45 that 
they are going to pay in taxes, but the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. REY-
NOLDS) does not talk about the addi-
tional thousands of dollars that they 
are going to have to pay on the debt 
that has been created and the interest 
that his kids will have to pay. 

Mr. Speaker, today this Republican 
leadership slams the door of democracy 
in this House in a style befitting a 
third-rate dictatorship. It utterly ig-
nores the 140 million Americans who 
are represented by Democrats. While 
we preach the value and power of de-
mocracy in Iraq and elsewhere, the Re-
publican majority is denying it right 
here in this House right now. 

The Republicans have not just re-
fused to give the Democrats an oppor-
tunity to offer an alternative to this 
reckless, unaffordable, and unfair tax 
bill; they have breached their solemn 
obligation to let this House work its 
will, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) in 1993 said that 
was wrong. I heard the quote so many 
times: ‘‘Power corrupts, and absolute 
power corrupts absolutely.’’

The Republicans control the House, 
they control the Senate, and they con-
trol the presidency; and they have cor-
rupted this House with this rule and 
other rules like it. A closed rule, a gag 
rule. It does not allow debates, it does 
not allow alternatives, and it promotes 
a program that will further decimate 
the economy of this country and be ex-
traordinarily unfair to middle-income 
taxpayers while advantaging some 
wealthy people, not all; and it will be 
bad for America. 

Reject this rule; reject this bill. Let 
us do fairness for our taxpayers and for 
America.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I did not get here until January of 
1999, but I am told since the Repub-
licans took control in January of 1995, 
every single bill that comes on the 
floor of this House will have a recom-
mit, and I am here today to tell my 
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colleagues that this bill will have a re-
commit so the minority can write it 
any way they want and it will be up for 
consideration. We will have a recom-
mit vote, and then we will have final 
passage, and the will of the House will 
be done. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. REYNOLDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland, the minority 
whip. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I respect 
the gentleman. He and I served on the 
Committee on House Administration. 
The gentleman knows, however, full 
well, and the American public ought to 
know, that a motion to recommit, as 
the gentleman so well knows, is very 
restricted. And the gentleman knows 
we cannot offer our substitute under 
the rules because the Committee on 
Rules would not give us a waiver. 

So saying we have a motion to re-
commit, which we do, he knows full 
well that it restricts us in dealing with 
unemployment insurance, it restricts 
us in dealing with the sunsets that the 
Republicans have put on middle-class 
income workers. The gentleman knows 
that; am I correct? 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I 
would have to answer the minority 
whip when we are on my time, and that 
is I have been reading the minority’s 
press clips since I have been here, and 
to them it seems to be the biggest deal 
for mankind what the recommit mo-
tion is and how that vote occurred 
here. So I am confused the gentleman’s 
suggestion today of how restrictive it 
is, after I read the press releases of so 
many of the gentleman’s colleagues on 
what they think it is when they moved 
it before this House. 

Mr. HOYER. Let us forget about the 
press releases.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. HENSARLING). 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of this rule for H.R. 2, the Jobs 
and Growth Act of 2003. American fam-
ilies need more job opportunities, and 
they need them now. The Democrats’ 
plan for the American family is the 
same it has been for 50 years: tax and 
spend, tax and spend. In other words, to 
take a larger slice of the family income 
pie. Our plan, the Republican plan, is 
to grow the size of that family income 
pie by growing the economy. 

Democrats have a plan to create 
more government. Republicans have a 
plan to create more jobs. The Repub-
lican plan will create 1.2 million new 
jobs by the end of 2004 alone. The Dem-
ocrat budget plan grows the govern-
ment and erases tax relief, actually in-
creasing taxes by $128 billion on Amer-
ican families and businesses, threat-
ening, dramatically threatening our 
economic recovery. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot have cap-
italism without capital. The Democrat 

plan does nothing for capital forma-
tion. It does nothing for jobs. Demo-
crats claim to love jobs; they just seem 
to hate the people who create them. 

Under the Republican jobs and 
growth plan, 23 million small busi-
nesses in America would face a sim-
pler, fairer Tax Code. They will benefit 
from a reduction in marginal income 
tax rates and face lower capital gains 
taxes. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I op-
pose this closed rule and the under-
lying bill. As everyone here knows, our 
economy is in very bad shape. Unem-
ployment is at 6 percent and millions 
of Americans are unable to find work. 
The deficit is exploding, leading to a 
crushing debt for our children and our 
grandchildren. Our States and local 
communities are facing their worst fis-
cal crisis in 50 years. Police, fire-
fighters, and teachers are being laid 
off. 

But instead of addressing these issues 
with sensible, thoughtful, and fair fis-
cal policy, the Republican majority of-
fers up their usual menu of tax breaks 
for the wealthy. Part of the problem 
may be that the Republican majority is 
so out of touch with the plight of 
American workers, they cannot even 
decide what committee has authority 
over the issue. The chairman of the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce says it is not his responsi-
bility, and last night, the chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
said it is not his responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, the Americans who are 
suffering in this economy deserve more 
than jurisdictional ‘‘hot potato.’’ 
Somehow, though, my Republican 
friends figured out who was in charge 
of tax giveaways to the wealthy, be-
cause that is the bill we have before us 
today. 

Now, last night in the Committee on 
Rules, Members from both parties at-
tempted to offer amendments to im-
prove the bill. The Republican major-
ity rejected each of those amendments. 
In fact, they denied the minority the 
opportunity to offer a substitute. 

So here in the greatest deliberative 
body in the world, on a bill with enor-
mous implications for the future of our 
country, this House is denied the abil-
ity to deliberate.

b 1015 

We are told that there is not enough 
time to consider the amendments, that 
we need to finish our work early today 
so Members can catch their planes. 

Mr. Speaker, that excuse will not fly. 
We must make the time to debate and 
vote on thoughtful amendments to a 
multi-billion dollar tax bill. This past 
Tuesday, for example, would have been 
a great day to debate these important 
issues. On that day this House author-
ized the printing of bills on how a bill 
becomes a law, authorized the printing 
of a biographical directory of the U.S. 

Congress, and renamed four post of-
fices. 

It seems to me we could have found a 
few minutes in there to debate the tax 
policies of the United States, not in a 
closed and undemocratic process, but 
in an open and fair process that allows 
Members of both sides to be able to 
work their will. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people de-
serve a House that has the right prior-
ities, that helps people who need it 
most, and that does its work respon-
sibly. Today, once again, the American 
people are getting less than they de-
serve. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
reject this rule and defeat this bill. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire of the amount of time remain-
ing on both sides? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from New 
York (Mr. REYNOLDS) has 14 minutes 
remaining. The gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. FROST) has 151⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
vada (Mr. GIBBONS). 

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS) 
for yielding me time in which to speak 
in support of this rule and the under-
lying bill. 

This important legislation will cre-
ate real job growth in America. In fact, 
according to some research institu-
tions, it will create close to 6,000 jobs 
in Nevada next year alone. 

Mr. Speaker, that is 6,000 more Ne-
vadans who will be better off, better 
able to feed their children, better off to 
save for retirement, better off to pay 
their mortgage next year as a result of 
this important economic bill. 

With more pages than the Bible, our 
Tax Code contains many outdated, un-
necessary and unfair taxes, many of 
which place an undue burden on our 
seniors. One example is the double tax-
ation on dividends which punishes both 
savings and investment. It is simply 
unfair. Worse, seniors bear a dispropor-
tionate share of the burden under this 
tax because they typically have higher 
levels of savings being used as income 
during their retirement years. In fact, 
seniors receive an average of 47 percent 
of their income from dividends every 
year. With enactment of this bill, sen-
iors will be able to depend on that 
steady source of income. 

In addition, over 230,000 Nevadans 
who filed returns in 2001 with dividend 
income will benefit from this bill and 
be able to reinvest their money, thus 
providing a real and positive impact on 
both the Nevada and U.S. economy. 

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed to 
hear some Members on the other side 
of the aisle today express their views 
that this bill is too expensive and un-
necessary. I say to them, tell that to 
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the over 230,000 Nevadans, mostly sen-
iors, who pay taxes on the dividends 
and the more than 6,000 Nevadans who 
will find a job as a result of this bill. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
the rule and support the underlying 
bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS). 

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my good friend and 
the distinguished ranking member, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) for 
yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, my colleague and good 
friend, the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. REYNOLDS) spoke about the fact 
that Democrats have received a motion 
to recommit for all the years that he is 
here. For all the years he is here, if we 
added up all of the motions to recom-
mit that are allowed by the Republican 
majority, it would not add up to 9 
hours of debate. We are given 10 min-
utes on a motion to recommit. That 
does not help very much in a free and 
open society in what is supposed to be 
the most deliberative body in the 
world. That has been curtailed and de-
mocracy loses when we close our rules, 
and democracy loses here today. 

Regarding the substance of the mat-
ter, envision that you are profoundly 
in debt and you have only a portion of 
the money you need to pay for major 
expenses coming up. What would you 
do? Would you, instead of working 
harder, saving more and paying off 
your debt as soon as possible, run up 
your credit card balance with expen-
sive gifts for your wealthiest friends? 
No. The mere idea is preposterous. 

Mr. Speaker, if our economy was 
growing like it was before last year’s 
obese, obtuse and downright obnoxious 
tax cut, I would be the first one to sup-
port cutting taxes, but our economy is 
not growing. In fact, it is hurting more 
that we are in a war, the war on ter-
rorism, and we are not funding our 
homeland security responsibilities. The 
President and majority argue that fur-
ther tax cuts will head off recession be-
cause to them tax cuts are a one-size-
fits-all solution. The President and the 
majority have a tax cut obsession. 

Stretched over 10 years and designed 
with wrong priorities in mind, the cuts 
are not aimed where they can light a 
fire under the economy. Instead, the 
Thomas tax plan takes money out of 
needed social programs and gives it to 
people who are wealthy. Right now 
America needs an economic plan that 
focuses on providing relief to low and 
middle income families hardest hit by 
the Bush recession. Instead of making 
tax cuts for families a priority, Repub-
licans make the increase in the child 
tax credit a temporary afterthought. 
The so-called increase in the child 
credit is like a magic trick, sort of like 
the marriage penalty, it is there and in 
3 years it is gone. 

Indeed, America’s greatness is based 
on its willingness to sacrifice today for 
the freedom and prosperity of tomor-

row. This tax cut plan is completely 
out of touch with economic reality in 
America. It might as well come out of 
the Iraqi Information Ministry. We 
know how truthful they are. 

House Democrats are proposing a 
package that is front-loaded and fast 
acting, a real stimulus plan that will 
jump-start the economy. I urge my col-
leagues to vote no on the rule and on 
the underlying principle: The bigger 
the wallet, the bigger the benefit. 

Mr. Speaker, the following is the 
story of Thomas Zogg, one of my con-
stituents that e-mailed me, which is 
emblematic of the problems we are 
talking about today.

Dear Congressman Hastings, I wanted to 
bring to your attention that while I most 
certainly appreciate the help I’m getting 
from Unemployment, the bi-weekly payment 
of $550.00 is just not enough. 

I was laid off back in August of 2002 and 
have yet to secure a job that actually pays 
enough to survive. 

So far, I have had to spend all of my sav-
ings, cash in my retirement plan, sell my car 
just to make ends and pay the rent. It’s a 
terrible situation and now that I have noth-
ing of value left to sell, all of my unemploy-
ment money needs to go toward paying rent. 

All of my bills are falling behind, and there 
is no money left to buy food. I don’t even 
have any money to relocate even if I could 
find a job outside of Florida. 

I’m not sure what to do next. 
I can’t get health insurance, and as a dia-

betic, and I can’t afford to pay for a doctor’s 
visit to get a prescription. I can’t afford to 
pay for medication either. Lets hope it gets 
better soon or I’ll be homeless.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. KENNEDY). 

Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in strong support 
for the rule for H.R. 2. 

This is a fair rule for a critically im-
portant bill, important to get our econ-
omy moving again and create 1.2 mil-
lion jobs. Before coming to Congress I 
spent 20 years in business and I know 
the importance of providing jobs for 
hardworking Americans. Retroactively 
lowering rates and expanding the 10 
percent bracket will have an imme-
diate stimulative impact on our econ-
omy to grow jobs. Accelerating the 
marriage penalty phaseout and raising 
the per child tax credit to $1,000 will 
give families the financial flexibility 
they need. Reducing the tax rate on 
dividends will put more money in sen-
iors’ pockets. And for small businesses, 
quadrupling the amounts that compa-
nies can immediately expense will help 
them grow and create jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good rule and 
a great bill, and I urge all of my col-
leagues to support it. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. TURNER). 

Mr. TURNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
in 2001 we approved a tax cut based on 
the Congressional Budget Office’s esti-
mate that we had a surplus over the 
next 10 years. Today our Republican 
colleagues come to the floor asking for 
a tax cut when the Congressional Budg-

et Office projects a deficit over the 
next decades and as far as the eye can 
see. In that case, I think it is impor-
tant for our Republican colleagues to 
be honest with the American people 
and go to them and let them know that 
in order to give this tax cut they have 
got to borrow the money, and here is 
the kind of credit application our Re-
publican friends ought to submit to the 
people of this country. 

Typical application from the Mem-
bers of Congress, always have to list 
your credit history. Our credit history 
is that we are in debt today $6.4 tril-
lion. We pay $332 billion in interest. 
That is almost a billion dollars a day. 
Our estimated income for the next 10 
years is $19.6 trillion. Our estimated 
expenditures exceed that, 23.6. It is es-
timated that in 2013 we will owe $12 
trillion. And our estimated annual in-
terest payments will be 6 to $700 bil-
lion, approaching what it costs to fund 
the Department of Defense. 

So what is our request from our Re-
publicans? We need to borrow $550 bil-
lion so we can give a tax cut. The in-
terest cost on it is going to run another 
$273 billion, and so the whole deal will 
costs $820 billion. What is the repay-
ment schedule? It is unknown. I sug-
gest that if you present this loan appli-
cation to your local banker, they 
would say I am sorry, we are going to 
have to deny your loan. 

That is what we are being asked to 
do today by our Republican colleagues. 
Borrow money to finance a tax cut, 
charge it to the next generations with 
no prospect of repayment. I suggest 
this is the wrong direction for Amer-
ica. 

We must have a fiscally responsible 
tax cut like the Democrats propose 
that was paid for by not increasing our 
national debt. I urge you to vote no on 
the Republican proposal. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. PENCE). 

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me time. 

Mr. Speaker, despite what the econo-
mists tell us America is in recession. 
My districts in eastern Indiana has 
seen job loss since the final days of the 
Clinton administration and that eco-
nomic collapse has gone forwards 
unabated. The time for another pro-
growth tax cut is now. The Jobs and 
Growth Act is such a measure. 

Now, we have heard already this 
morning, Mr. Speaker, that cutting 
taxes on capital gains and dividends is 
nothing more than a tax cut for the 
rich. But as a Pittsburg pipefitter said 
of the same cut in capital gains taxes 
advanced by President Reagan 20 years 
ago, ‘‘It may be a tax cut for the rich 
but I ain’t never been hired by a poor 
man.’’

President Kennedy was probably a 
bit more eloquent when he defended his 
cuts in the capital gains tax. He said, 
‘‘A rising tide lifts all ships.’’ 

Now that the war is behind us, Amer-
ica needs the tide of our economy to 
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rise again. Let us put politics aside, 
speed tax relief to working families, 
small businesses and family farms. Let 
us pass the Jobs and Growth Act today. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT), the ranking member on the 
Committee on the Budget. 

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, let us be clear, this is not a $550 bil-
lion tax cut. Take out the phony sun-
sets, the false expiration dates, and it 
is easily over a trillion dollars. By our 
calculation, the total impact of this 
tax package, of these tax cuts is $1 tril-
lion 123 billion. 

Now, what happens when you force 
feed another $1 trillion 123 billion to 
the budget we have got, which is al-
ready in deficit? The surplus is gone. It 
adds dollar for dollar to the bottom 
line, and here is what happens to the 
bottom line. This is what you are doing 
if you vote up this budget, this tax cut 
today. 

The deficit this year in 2003 will go to 
$426 billion. The deficit next year in 
2004 will go to $494 billion. Here is the 
calculation of it. You cannot see it 
from there, but come look at it and 
contest it if you disagree. 

From 2004 to 2013 the total amount of 
deficit that we will incur, this budget 
will incur over the next 10 years goes 
to $3 trillion 953 billion, and that is off-
setting the deficits with the surpluses 
in Social Security. If you back out So-
cial Security, if you put it in the 
lockbox, remember the lockbox, you 
know what happens. The total debt of 
the United States, the accumulated 
deficits over the next 10 years go to $6 
trillion 521 billion. That is the legacy 
that you are leaving your children, our 
children, and this country if you vote 
for this tax cut today. That is the 
course you are putting us on. 

Now, here it is stated a different way. 
The bottom line on this curve shows 
you that the deficit drops to 3 to $400 
billion and never comes out for the 
next 10 years. There is no recovery. It 
gets worse and worse if you put the 
country on this math. 

Now, you have to ask yourself is 
there a better way? Is there some way 
to do it better?

b 1030 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. OSBORNE). 

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, I rep-
resent a rural district that has been hit 
by 3 consecutive years of draught, con-
tains the three poorest counties in the 
United States, definitely not a wealthy 
area. We are losing population, particu-
larly our young people. 

The best way to keep our young peo-
ple is to have them start their own 
business, to be involved in entrepre-
neurial activity. H.R. 2 is the most 
small business-friendly piece of legisla-

tion I have seen in years. It increases 
expensing allowance, expands the defi-
nition of small business, extends oper-
ating loss carryback. Also, the reduc-
tion in the capital gains tax to 5 per-
cent for the low-income tax bracket 
also helps farmers and ranchers whose 
lands have appreciated in value, but 
they cannot sell out because of the 
debt they have accumulated and be-
cause of the capital gains tax they 
would have to pay. 

Most people in my district appreciate 
the child tax credit increase and the 
elimination of the marriage tax. These 
are not wealthy people. 

I support the rule, and I urge support 
of H.R. 2. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL). 

(Mr. ENGEL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this outrageous rule and 
its outrageous tax cut. We are not even 
given time to debate this bill. We can 
have democracy in Iraq, but not here 
on the House floor.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today with mixed emo-
tions. I am angered by the blatant disregard 
by the Republican majority for the rights of the 
minority to offer an alternative. On top of that, 
we have just 1 hour of debate on this bill that 
will reduce Federal revenues by at least $550 
billion. Not only are the views of the minority 
members being squashed, but the American 
people are being denied the opportunity to 
hear a frank and open debate about the future 
direction of their country. There is democracy 
in Iraq now, but not on the floor of the U.S. 
House of Representatives. 

I am also saddened. Saddened by the fact 
that my colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, many of them good friends, have aban-
doned fiscal discipline. They have embraced 
tax cuts as a panacea for all our ills. They 
have made a conscious decision to enjoy their 
cake now and saddle our children, grand-
children and great-children with debt. 

Oh how times have changed. In 1995, the 
Republican Majority Leader, Mr. DELAY. said 
‘‘By the year 2002, we can have a Federal 
Government with a balanced budget or we 
can continue down the present path towards 
total fiscal catastrophe.’’ I don’t often agree 
with the gentleman from Texas, but on this 
point I am with him 100 percent. 

Democrats have a fiscally sound bill that will 
provide immediate assistance to the 8 million 
unemployed Americans. 

Democrats have a fiscally sound bill that will 
provide immediate assistance to States that 
are being overwhelmed by budget crises of 
their own. 

Democrats have a fiscally sound bill that will 
provide immediate assistance to small busi-
nesses which are the job creators. 

Democrats have a fiscally sound bill that will 
give the majority of Americans tax relief right 
now. 

Republicans offer a plan that has been tried, 
tried, and tried again. Each and every time it 
has failed. Giving the wealthiest a tax cut does 
not spur economic activity. Wealthy people 
save the extra money. Middle class and low-
income families spend the extra money. But, 

what we have before us today is a whopping 
permanent tax cut for the rich and a meager 
temporary tax cut for the rest of us. 

Mr. Speaker, I also have some fear in my 
gut right now. I fear that we will leave many, 
many children behind because of this foolish 
tax cut policy. I fear that one again seniors will 
be forced to choose between paying their rent 
and buying prescription drugs so that Repub-
licans can provide a boondoggle of tax cut to 
1 percent of Americans. I fear that the bipar-
tisan effort that led to a balanced budget and 
actual payments toward eliminating our na-
tional debt has been squandered in a frenzy of 
demagoguery. 

I urge my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle to stop. Take a breath. Think about 
what you are doing. Vote against the rule. 
Vote against this bill. Don’t write out a bill, 
stuff it into an envelope and mark it to be paid 
by the next generation.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
WOOLSEY). 

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
speak about this rule and this bill of 
the Republican leadership that clearly 
engages in a game of make-believe, be-
lieving that big tax cuts for the 
wealthiest, which will not even be en-
acted for years to come, will ease the 
pain of today’s unemployed workers 
now.

Mr. Speaker, the Republican leadership is 
clearly engaging in a game of make-believe as 
they push their tax plan. In their imaginary 
world, big tax cuts for the wealthiest—the bulk 
of which won’t be enacted for years to come—
would ease the pain of unemployed workers 
now. 

We have already seen what happens when 
the Republicans legislate in a dream world. 
Since they passed their last irresponsible tax 
cut, more than 11⁄2 million America’s have lost 
their jobs. Only in fantasyland is that consid-
ered effective economic stimulus. 

But America’s working families live in the 
real world. They understand the real damage 
this plan will cause. I oppose this rule and the 
Republican’s budget and urge my colleagues 
to do the same.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EDWARDS). 

(Mr. EDWARDS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, we 
have heard it before, we can afford tax 
cuts, large increases in national de-
fense and still balance the budget. This 
is not a new idea. We heard it 22 years 
ago from President Reagan and Con-
gress. The result, America’s national 
debt quadrupled in just over a decade. 

We heard this idea again 2 years ago 
when House Republicans speaking 
today proposed a $1 trillion tax cut and 
said the national debt will be paid off 
by 2013. The result, last month those 
same Republicans had to vote to in-
crease the national debt ceiling in 2013 
to $12 trillion, a $6 trillion increase. 
Result: we have gone from the largest 
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surplus in American history to the 
largest deficit in American history in 
just over 2 years and 2.5 million work-
ers have lost their jobs. 

Now those same House Republicans 
want us to follow their lead once again, 
asking us to ignore their $12 trillion 
miscalculation just 24 months ago. It is 
tempting to be swayed by their siren 
song of simple solutions, cut taxes by 
trillions, balance the budget, no sac-
rifice, no tough choices; and how I wish 
it were that simple. If it were, we could 
triple the size of this tax cut today and 
pay off the national debt tomorrow. 
The free-lunch philosophy might make 
for good sound bites, but it is fiscally 
irresponsible policy. 

The Congressional Budget Office, 
headed by President Bush’s, one of his 
top White House economists, just a 
year or two ago recently concluded 
that any economic growth in the ad-
ministration’s tax cut proposals would 
be offset by the long-term drag effect 
of massive structural deficits as far as 
the eye can see. 

This is a growth bill all right. It will 
grow our national debt and the taxes 
our children will have to pay in inter-
est on that debt for the rest of their 
lives. Once the economy gets on its 
feet, $300 billion annual deficits, struc-
tural deficits will stifle business 
growth by soaking up capital and driv-
ing up interest costs for buying new 
homes, cars, running businesses or 
family farms. 

The free-lunch philosophy has not 
worked in the past, and it will not 
work today. Vote ‘‘no’’ on this fiscally 
irresponsible bill.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard it before: ‘‘We 
can afford massive tax cuts, large increases in 
national defense and still balance the budget.’’ 
This is not a new idea. We heard it 22 years 
ago from Congress and President Reagan. 
The result? America’s national debt quad-
rupled in just over a decade. 

We heard this idea 2 years ago when 
House Republicans proposed a trillion dollar 
tax cut and said the national debt will be paid 
off by 2013. The result? Last month those 
same Republicans had to vote to increase the 
national debt in 2013 to $12 trillion, a $6 tril-
lion increase. The result? We have gone from 
the largest surplus in American history to the 
largest deficit in American history in just over 
2 years and 21⁄2 million workers have lost their 
jobs. 

Now, those same House Republicans want 
us to follow their lead once again, asking us 
to ignore their $12 trillion miscalculation just 
two years ago. ‘‘Let’s have more massive tax 
cuts, increase defense spending, rebuild Af-
ghanistan and Iraq, and oh, yes, we will bal-
ance the budget.’’

It is tempting to be swayed by the siren 
song of simple solutions—cut taxes by hun-
dreds of billions of dollars and balance the 
budget—no sacrifice and no tough choices. 
How I wish it were that simple. If it were, we 
could triple the size of this tax cut and pay off 
the national debt right a way. 

The free lunch philosophy might make for 
good sound bites, but it is fiscally irresponsible 
policy. That philosophy quadrupled our na-
tional debt in the 1980s and it contributed to 

our going from the largest surplus to the larg-
est deficit in American history. 

The Congressional Budget Office, headed 
by one of President Bush’s top White House 
economists recently concluded that any eco-
nomic growth from the administration’s tax 
cuts would be offset by the long-term drag ef-
fect of massive structural deficits for as far as 
the eye can see. 

I hear supporters of this tax bill say we 
could pay for the tax cuts with spending cuts. 
Well, show me the beef. The truth is that the 
administration is proposing increases in three 
of the five largest Federal programs: defense, 
medicare and interest on the national debt. 

It took House Republicans all of 2 weeks to 
completely retreat from their proposals to cut 
Medicare by $162 billion, Medicaid by $110 
billion and veterans benefits by $28 billion. 
And, frankly, I hope the House will reject the 
administration plan to cut highway spending 
and education funds for military children even 
while their parents are deployed to Iraq. 

The dirty little secret in this process is that 
the tax cut deal in this bill does not mention 
the fiscal impact of $795 billion in additional 
tax cuts proposed by the administration or 
Congressional Republicans. 

So, here we go again. Pass massive tax 
cuts. Talk tough on spending cuts, knowing 
full well Congress won’t pass those spending 
cuts. The end result? Exactly what it was in 
1981 and 2001—tax cuts paid for by massive 
borrowing from our children and grandchildren. 

This is a growth bill all right. It will grow our 
national debt and the taxes our children will 
have to pay on the interest on that debt. Once 
the economy gets on its feet, $300 billion an-
nual deficits will stifle business growth by 
soaking up capital and driving up interest 
costs on houses, cars, businesses and farm-
ers. 

The free lunch philosophy has not worked in 
the past and it will not work today. 

If we are to have a tax cut, it should focus 
its stimulus now, not 10 years from now, it 
should be fair to average working Americans 
and it should not do damage to our long-term 
national debt.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 

(Mrs. MILLER of Michigan asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.) 

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I am proud to be here today 
to support this very comprehensive 
economic stimulus package. This plan 
actually has three fundamental cave-
ats: number one, jobs; number two, 
jobs; number three, jobs. Jobs, jobs, 
jobs. If someone does not have a job 
and they want a job, this plan is for 
them. If they do have a job and they 
want a better-paying job, this plan is 
for them as well. 

Some are saying that this is a plan 
for the rich because it would reduce 
double taxation on dividends. Those 
that are saying that are stuck in an 
economic time warp because they are 
out of touch with reality. Today, a 
huge percentage of the American pub-
lic is invested in the stock market. 
Double taxation is not only unfair, it is 
un-American. 

That is why I am supporting this 
plan because I sincerely believe it is 

the right vehicle to get us on the right 
road to economic recovery. This plan is 
an economic engine that is pro-growth, 
pro-opportunity and pro-family; and I 
am talking about the American family, 
every single one of them. 

This is not the time to wring our 
hands. This is a time to be bold, like 
the President has been and like our 
proud troops have been, and I am proud 
to support this bold plan. 

I urge adoption of the rule. 
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, how much 

time is remaining on each side? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SIMPSON). The gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. FROST) has 61⁄2 minutes remaining. 
The gentleman from New York (Mr. 
REYNOLDS) has 81⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain unanimous con-
sent requests and the request only. 
Time beyond the unanimous consent 
request will be timed and subtracted. 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I vigorously oppose this ridic-
ulous and unsatisfactory——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentlewoman have a unanimous con-
sent request to make? Does the gentle-
woman have a unanimous consent re-
quest to make? 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Regular order, 
please, Mr. Speaker. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Vote 
down this rule.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the rule, 
H. Res. 227. This rule is an outrageous depar-
ture from well-established House procedure. 

The minority party is invariably allowed to 
offer an amendment in the form of a substitute 
to the majority bill. This extraordinary and ma-
licious rule denies the Democratic Party that 
opportunity. This closed rule shuts the door on 
debate of numerous valuable provisions that 
were included in the Democratic substitute to 
H.R. 2 as well as many valuable amendments 
that my Democratic colleagues and I proposed 
to the bill. 

The bill we will debate on this floor today 
impacts every American citizen regardless of 
their political affiliation. Both H.R. 2 and the 
Democratic substitute jobs and tax bill pro-
posed solutions to the longstanding problems 
of unemployment and economic stagnancy. 

At the very least, the American people have 
the right to have the issue of the best way to 
create jobs and jumpstart our economy fully 
debated on the House of Representatives 
floor. This prohibitive rule strips Americans of 
that right. 

For example, I proposed an amendment to 
H.R. 2 that was not made in order and will 
therefore not have the benefit of floor debate. 
My amendment granted much needed tax re-
lief to Americans who lost their jobs because 
of the faults of others. Under the provisions of 
my amendment, the severance packages of 
employees who lost their jobs because of the 
criminal activity or corporate malfeasance of 
their employers, are exempt from taxation. 
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My amendment would help suffering former 

employees such as those laid off from Enron. 
In Houston alone, approximately 4,500 Enron 
employees lost their jobs. As they were shown 
the door, Enron employees received a sever-
ance package worth at most a mere $13,500. 
Given the struggles many Enron employees 
endured this sum was insufficient. 

For example, Nathan Childs of Houston was 
laid off from Enron. He and his wife, Adena, 
had to give up their apartment. The stress of 
the unemployment made their oldest son so ill 
he had to be hospitalized. Adena Childs had 
a stroke at the young age of 29 years old. Bill 
Peterson, also of Houston, is another Enron 
employee laid off in the massive cuts. Mr. Pe-
terson lost his job while undergoing chemo-
therapy. He and his wife were forced to sell 
their car and home. For the first time in their 
married lives they were without life or medical 
insurance. 

My amendment would have kept every 
penny of the Enron severance in the pockets 
of struggling Americans like Nathan Childs 
and Bill Peterson. At the very least families 
like those who lost their jobs in the Enron de-
bacle are due the opportunity to have their 
Congressperson engage in debate on their be-
half. Likewise, those American who would 
have benefitted from the Democratic substitute 
job stimulus bill and those who benefitted from 
my colleagues various amendments are due 
vigorous debate on their behalf. 

Mr. Speaker, I vehemently oppose H. Res. 
227. This rule violates established procedure. 
This rule take the malicious step of denying 
the minority party the opportunity to propose a 
substitute. I also oppose this rule because 
many provision, in the minority substitute and 
in proposed amendments, that benefit needy 
American families will not be heard on the 
House of Representatives floor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Time 
has been subtracted beyond the unani-
mous consent request.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ). 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, what 
are Republicans afraid of? Are they 
afraid of the anger of millions of unem-
ployed when they found out Repub-
licans are passing yet another massive 
tax cut while unemployment benefits 
for hard hit families are about to run 
out? 

Are Republicans afraid of middle-
class workers who do not know wheth-
er we are going to have yet another 
wave of corporate downsizing in this 
country that will put their jobs, their 
health care and their kids education at 
risk? 

What is clear is that Republicans are 
afraid of something because they will 
not even allow Democrats to offer our 
alternative plan. We go halfway around 
the world to bring democracy to Iraq, 
and then they stifle democracy here. 
What a lesson to all those who we seek 
to spread the benefits of democracy to. 
They defile this bastion of democracy. 

Republicans do not want an open de-
bate because they do not want the 
American middle class to see what 
they are doing. They borrow hundreds 
of billions from tomorrow to pay for 
tax cuts today, geared to those who al-

ready have plenty of income. Repub-
licans create a mountain of debt on 
this and the next generation of Ameri-
cans, and they conduct class warfare 
when they sunset the minimal tax pro-
visions they provide to average Ameri-
cans in 3 years, but wealthy Ameri-
cans, they let those provisions con-
tinue to ride for quite some time. 

America simply cannot be red, white 
and broke and meet its challenges both 
at home and abroad in the years to 
come. It is time for Republicans to re-
alize that their tax cut is not the an-
swer to every problem. For 21⁄2 years it 
has not worked; ask the 8.8 million 
Americans who are unemployed. 

Let us stop squandering the future of 
American families and start doing 
something about the economic mess 
they have created; and if my colleagues 
will not, at least allow us to offer an 
alternative that will put millions of 
Americans back to work. Give us the 
opportunity for a vote. What are my 
colleagues hiding from? Let us show 
the rest of the world what democracy 
is really about. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Half of the tax relief package in 2003 
is directed to the child tax credit, ex-
panding the 10 percent bracket, elimi-
nating the marriage penalty, accel-
erating the marginal rate cuts, and en-
suring that middle-class families do 
not face the AMT. 9.9 million taxpayers 
will not pay the AMT because of H.R. 2. 
Ten million Americans who are our 
seniors will directly receive assistance 
from the dividend return they are 
going to get in their senior income. 

If I were able to signal a message to 
the White House, I would say, Mr. 
President, we are on our way shortly to 
have a rule vote and we are no longer 
talking about your early ideas, should 
we or should we not have a tax cut. Mr. 
President, there is going to be a tax 
cut when the House concludes its busi-
ness, I predict, and I predict it will pass 
by a bipartisan support, just as the one 
did that the President initiated in 2001. 

So as we look here today, we are 
talking some process, but when I sat in 
that Committee on Rules meeting last 
night, over half of the amendments in-
troduced by my Democratic colleagues 
came forth on how they want to deal in 
tax planning, not to do away with it. 

So today we are moving forward. We 
are going to have a rule vote, and then 
we are going to take the bill on the 
floor, if it passes the rule, and we are 
going to have an opportunity to debate 
what the tax policy will be for this 
country. I believe, not only in my dis-
trict and my State, but the country 
wants that money back in their pock-
ets rather than the Federal Govern-
ment spending it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr. 
BRADLEY). 

Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
jobs and growth package and the rule 
that accompanies it. 

Mr. Speaker, our economy is in the 
doldrums. 525,000 Americans have lost 
their jobs since February; 95,000 Ameri-
cans have lost their manufacturing 
jobs. In my State of New Hampshire, 21 
percent of our manufacturing jobs have 
disappeared; 17,000 of my fellow Granite 
Staters are out of work. 

Mr. Speaker, businesses and families 
need the 1.2 million jobs represented by 
H.R. 2; but, Mr. Speaker, it always 
comes down to individual Americans, 
and a couple of weeks ago, I spoke with 
a high-tech worker in Bedford, New 
Hampshire, who had lost his job and 
been out of work for several months. 
That is just one American, but every 
American who cannot find a job is one 
American too many, and that is why 
today we need H.R. 2, to get Americans 
back to work. 

I urge support for the rule and H.R. 2. 
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 

minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I think the fundamental question here 
this morning is what do the American 
people want. We know what we want; 
we know what my colleagues want. But 
what do the American people want? 

I will tell my colleagues what the 
American people want. The American 
people want a tax plan that will create 
jobs immediately, stimulate the econ-
omy immediately, and is paid for im-
mediately, now, and will not add to the 
debt of our younger generations to pay 
for. 

The Republican plan does that. It 
adds to that debt. They cannot argue 
that. Is it fair to have that generation 
that went over in Iraq to fight so 
bravely, for those young men and 
women to come back here and to have 
to pay for the war, to pay for the debt? 

The Democratic plan that we support 
gives fair and balanced tax cuts. It 
gives immediate, targeted tax cuts for 
working families. It expands the 10 per-
cent income tax bracket. It increases 
the child tax credit, ends the marriage 
penalty and, yes, extends unemploy-
ment benefits for those that need it. 

The American people are hurting. We 
have more people out of work than we 
have had in over 20-some years. Under 
the Republican administration, unem-
ployment has skyrocketed. We need 
help for those that need it the most. 
We need help to give to our States. 

Under our Democratic plan, for our 
States’ struggling economies, we give 
$44 billion; for the small businesses and 
the small manufacturers, $29 billion; 
and for those employers who will dare 
go and do the right thing and hire an 
unemployed person, we give a tax cred-
it of $2,500. That is what is meaningful. 
That is what our people want, and I 
urge this House to reject and to vote 
for the Democratic plan. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), one of the 
great patriots of this House.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
am not on the Committee on Ways and 
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Means, but I do understand that before 
the committee the Democrats did not 
offer a plan. They wanted to do it in 
the dead of night with no rule, scrutiny 
and no amendments whatsoever and 
make press releases. 

They demagogue today all the things 
that they demagogued in 1993 when 
they had the House, the White House, 
and the Senate. They cut veterans’ 
COLAs. We restored that. They cut 
military COLAs. We restored that. So-
cial Security, another demagogue 
issue, well they increased the tax on 
Social Security; and they spent every 
dime out of the Social Security trust 
fund. 

I remember the gentleman from Mis-
souri talking, oh, the lady in the red 
dress, we need middle-class tax breaks. 
They increased the tax on the middle 
class, and then they stand up here 
without any scrutiny, without bringing 
their substitute, their motion to re-
commit before the committee. It is a 
little disingenuous.

b 1045 
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. CAPUANO). 

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, this is 
all about the Wizard of Oz. What is be-
hind the curtain? They do not want 
anybody to look. Why? Because what is 
behind the curtain since President 
Bush took office is every single hour, 
and we have been debating this rule for 
1 hour, and in that 1 hour, 563 Ameri-
cans have lost their jobs, and there is 
nothing in this bill for them. That is 
obscene. The rule is bad. That is worst. 

At the same time, we have been bor-
rowing from our children. Every single 
minute that President Bush has been 
in office, we have borrowed $585,000. 
Since this debate has taken place, 
about 90 minutes, we have borrowed $52 
million, and that does not include what 
we will have to borrow to pay for this 
tax cut. 

This tax cut is wrong. It will not help 
the economy. It is targeted to the 
wrong group of taxpayers, and it will 
increase the debt we leave to our chil-
dren. It is irresponsible, and it is a 
gimmick to keep the American people 
from looking behind the curtain. We 
need to vote ‘‘no’’ on this rule, and we 
need to vote ‘‘no’’ on this tax bill. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. NUSSLE), the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget. 

(Mr. NUSSLE asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, just like 
last year when the Democrats did not 
have a budget, this year they do not 
have an economic plan. They have a 
press release that they rushed to the 
floor today, had it put into legislative 
language, but it is basically a press re-
lease. What does it do? It spends and it 
taxes. In fact, in the Committee on 
Ways and Means, half of the amend-
ments that were introduced raised 
taxes on the American people. 

I do not know what economics book 
they are reading; but not only do we 
not raise taxes during a recession, but 
as the gentleman earlier said, it does 
not cost the government when we talk 
about tax cuts. Taxes cost Americans. 
When we leave money in the pockets of 
the people that earned the money in 
the first place, that is what is called 
America. When we tax and spend, that 
is what is called liberalism. 

Unfortunately, that is what we are 
offered with more today. The Demo-
cratic plan increases the debt actually 
more than the Republican plan. Just 
like the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) said, the plan for the 
Republicans increases the debt; we 
have had the Democratic plan scored 
over 10 years, and it increases the debt 
$1.7 trillion.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 2—‘‘The Jobs and Growth Act of 
2003.’’

This bill is appropriately named—it provides 
tax relief to boost economic growth and create 
jobs. And that is what workers and their fami-
lies in Iowa and across the nation need 
today—a stronger economy and more jobs. 

We cannot afford to sit back and do nothing. 
We are rising to the challenge and taking ac-
tion to get our economy growing again. We 
will help ensure that every worker who wants 
a job can be fully employed. 

The economy is struggling to overcome a 
number of shocks that no one anticipated: the 
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001; a re-
cession; the ongoing war on terror; military 
conflicts in Afghanistan and in Iraq; and a 
bursting of the stock market bubble. We 
should be thankful that our Nation’s economy 
has been relatively resilient in the face of such 
shocks. Things could be much worse. 

In 2001, we passed tax relief legislation—in-
cluding $40 billion in tax rebates—that was 
perfectly timed to help keep the recession 
from being worse than it was. Last year, we 
passed stimulus legislation—‘‘The Job Cre-
ation and Worker Assistance Act’’—that in-
cluded business investment incentives and ex-
tended unemployment benefits. Without these 
policies, the economy would be in much worse 
shape and an additional 11⁄2 million jobs would 
have been lost. 

But things aren’t as good as we want them 
to be. Our economy has lost 2 million jobs 
over the past 2 years and the unemployment 
rate is up to 6 percent. We’ve had a half mil-
lion jobs lost in just the last 3 months. Real 
GDP is growing at only 11⁄2 percent over the 
past 6 months. The evidence is clear: We 
need to adopt policies to help boost our econ-
omy and create jobs. 

This bill will do that. It will help families in 
Iowa. It will help businesses. It will promote in-
vestment and jobs. It will help to get our econ-
omy growing again. It provides for immediate 
help for all taxpayers, including lower income 
tax rates, increased child tax credits, and mar-
riage penalty relief. 

When it comes to job creation, small busi-
nesses are the engine that keeps our econ-
omy pumping. Small business investment in 
Iowa and across the nation will particularly 
benefit from the higher depreciation allow-
ances that will reduce the cost of new equip-
ment that businesses need to maintain oper-
ations and grow. There will be an improved 

flow of investment funds for new capital in-
vestments from the reduction in capital gains 
and dividend income tax rates. 

We’ve heard various estimates about how 
many jobs the President’s plan would create; 
or how many jobs a bill at $550 billion, or at 
$350 billion would create. Or how many the 
Democrats want to claim from their proposal. 
What we know is that this bill, H.R. 2, has 
more tax relief in FY 2003 and FY 2004 than 
was even included in the President’s plan. It 
certainly has more tax relief than in the Demo-
crats’ plan—and more total stimulus, too. The 
tax relief of this bill will clearly help to create 
as many or more jobs than either the Presi-
dent’s plan or the Democrats’s plan—and the 
numbers we’ve heard for those plans are in 
the range of 1 million to 1.4 million jobs. This 
bill will boost jobs by well over a million jobs 
by the end of 2004. This legislation will add an 
estimated more than 9,000 jobs in Iowa just in 
2004 alone. 

Our plan will promote sustained growth in 
the economy and jobs. The Democratic plan is 
like a rug pulled out from underneath the 
economy. They want to raise taxes by nearly 
$200 billion. Their plan would kill economic 
growth and jobs right when growth was getting 
started. 

As Chairman of the Budget Committee, I 
can say that the $550 billion of tax relief in 
H.R. 2 is within the revenue and spending lev-
els provided in the budget resolution. In fact, 
the budget resolution provides for as much as 
$1.2 trillion of tax relief. And, I can remind ev-
eryone that the budget resolution shows a re-
turn to a balanced budget. We are in favor of 
the tax relief that the bill under consideration 
provides—but we also provide that tax relief 
with an eye toward boosting the economy and 
returning the budget to balance. 

I urge my colleagues in the House to sup-
port this bill—to support growth in our econ-
omy and growth in jobs, and all within a 
framework of returning the budget to balance.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I would in-
quire of the other side how many 
speakers they have left. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
one additional speaker, and I reserve 
the right to close. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, we are pre-
pared to close, but customarily we 
close by preceding the last speaker on 
the other side. 

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER). 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this rule. When we 
won the majority back in 1994, we de-
cided that we were going to guarantee 
that the minority had something that 
we on numerous occasions were denied. 
That was an opportunity to offer a mo-
tion to recommit. 

I will admit that we very much want-
ed to try to put together a structure 
whereby we could allow a substitute 
for the minority. But as we looked at 
what this bill is called, Mr. Speaker, it 
is called the Jobs and Growth Tax Act 
of 2003. What that means is we are put-
ting into place policies that will reduce 
the tax burden so we can stimulate 
economic growth. 
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Unfortunately, the package that was 

submitted to us yesterday by the mi-
nority to be offered as a substitute con-
sisted, as was just said by the chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget, 
of tax increases; and it also goes into a 
wide range of other areas which have 
nothing to do with the Jobs and 
Growth Tax Act of 2003. In fact, we 
would have to provide waivers of al-
most every single rule imaginable to 
have made in order their substitute. 

That is why, Mr. Speaker, I would 
argue that we have done the minority 
a tremendous favor, a tremendous 
favor by saving them from casting a 
vote in support of a tax increase as we 
deal with what Secretary Snow yester-
day described as a wobbly recovery. We 
all acknowledge that we are dealing 
with economic challenges. As we listen 
to our friends talk about the unem-
ployment rate, we know jobs have been 
lost, and we know also that this down-
turn began the last 2 quarters of 2000 
before this administration came into 
office. 

We also know as we looked at the 
statements that were made by the 
President in his campaign, he said if we 
faced war, recession or a national 
emergency, we would be forced to go 
into deficit spending. And guess what, 
we have encountered all three. We are 
working diligently to ensure that we 
can climb out, and the best way to 
climb out is to unleash the potential of 
the American people which we know is 
limitless if we can provide that kind of 
opportunity for them. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have a fair rule 
which does guarantee them their mo-
tion to recommit, and we also will have 
a chance to put into place a package 
which will do what President Bush has 
been arguing consistently, to give the 
American people a chance to keep 
some of their own hard-earned monies, 
generate economic growth, and then 
have the level of revenues that we need 
to balance the budget, to meet our pri-
orities when it comes to education and 
health care and homeland security and 
national defense. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we have a won-
derful package here. We have saved the 
Democrats from themselves. Let us 
support this rule, move ahead with a 
rigorous debate, and then pass our 
growth package.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, because this rule is so 
patently unfair, I urge every Member 
of this House, even those who do not 
care about the integrity of the institu-
tion itself, to vote against the previous 
question. If the previous question is de-
feated, I will offer an amendment to 
the rule. My amendment will allow the 
House to consider the Rangel sub-
stitute, the Rebuilding America 
Through Jobs Democratic substitute 
which was voted down in the Com-
mittee on Rules last night by a 
straight party-line vote. 

The Democratic plan provides imme-
diate job-boosting help to the economy. 

It provides fair tax relief by giving 
working families a break. It does not 
pander to the wealthiest of the 
wealthy. It provides a desperately 
needed extension of unemployment as-
sistance to the millions of people with-
out jobs under George W. Bush. It stim-
ulates the economy by giving tax in-
centives to all businesses, especially 
small businesses and U.S. manufac-
turing. 

Let me make it very clear that a 
‘‘no’’ vote on the previous question will 
not stop consideration of Republican 
Pioneers Tax Relief Act. A ‘‘no’’ vote 
will simply allow the House to consider 
the Democratic Jobs and Growth Plan; 
but a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the previous ques-
tion will prevent the House from tak-
ing up this responsible alternative. 
Make no mistake, this vote is the only 
opportunity the House will have to 
consider the Rangel substitute. I urge a 
‘‘no’’ vote on the previous question. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent the text of the amendment be 
printed in the RECORD immediately be-
fore the vote on the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

back the balance of my time. 
Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. 
Mr. Speaker, our economy is in need 

of a doctor, but the diagnosis suggests 
a remedy that is more comprehensive 
than the Band-Aid approach some of 
my colleagues suggest. Rather, the 
economy requires a shock to the sys-
tem to stimulate a more rapid rate of 
growth, create incentives to work, save 
and invest, and encourage more dis-
ciplined Federal spending. The prog-
nosis is very promising, but it stipu-
lates immediate attention. That is why 
I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on this rule and the 
underlying legislation. A ‘‘yes’’ vote 
delivers money back into the hands of 
our constituents, the American tax-
payers, and sends jobs to our districts.

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. FROST is as follows:

In the resolution strike ‘‘and (2)’’ and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(2) the amendment printed in Sec. 2 of 
this resolution if offered by Representative 
Rangel or a designee, which shall be in order 
without intervention of any point of order, 
shall be considered as read, and shall be sep-
arately debatable for 60 minutes equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and an 
opponent; and (3)’’

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES; TABLE 

OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Jobs and Growth Reconciliation Tax 
Act of 2003’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-

erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; references; table of con-

tents. 
TITLE I—IMMEDIATE STIMULUS AND 

JOB CREATION 
Subtitle A—Family Tax Relief 

Sec. 101. Acceleration of increase in child 
tax credit. 

Sec. 102. Increase in standard deduction for 
married taxpayers filing joint 
returns accelerated. 

Sec. 103. Acceleration of 10-percent indi-
vidual income tax rate bracket 
expansion. 

Sec. 104. Acceleration of elimination of mar-
riage penalty in earned income 
credit. 

Subtitle B—Incentives to Hire the Long-
Term Unemployed 

Sec. 111. Incentives to hire the long-term 
unemployed. 

Subtitle C—Extension of Unemployment 
Benefits 

Sec. 121. Short title. 
PART I—TEMPORARY EXTENDED 
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 

Sec. 131. References. 
Sec. 132. Extension of the Temporary Ex-

tended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 2002. 

Sec. 133. Entitlement to additional weeks of 
temporary extended unemploy-
ment compensation. 

Sec. 134. Extended benefit periods. 
PART II—UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR INDI-

VIDUALS QUALIFYING BASED ON PART-TIME 
WORK OR AN ALTERNATIVE BASE PERIOD 

Sec. 141. Federal-State agreements. 
Sec. 142. Payments to States having agree-

ments under this part. 
Sec. 143. Financing provisions. 
Sec. 144. Definitions. 
Sec. 145. Applicability. 

PART III—ENHANCED UNEMPLOYMENT 
BENEFITS 

Sec. 151. Federal-State agreements. 
Sec. 152. Payments to States having agree-

ments under this part. 
Sec. 153. Definitions. 
Sec. 154. Applicability. 

Subtitle D—Trust Fund to Meet Nation’s 
Pressing Needs 

Sec. 161. Trust fund to meet nation’s press-
ing needs. 

TITLE II—LONG-TERM JOB CREATION 
AND GROWTH 

Sec. 201. Increase and extension of bonus de-
preciation. 

Sec. 202. Increased expensing for small busi-
ness. 

Sec. 203. Deduction relating to income at-
tributable to United States pro-
duction activities. 

TITLE III—FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND 
PROVISIONS ADDRESSING CORPORATE 
ABUSE 

Subtitle A— General Provisions 
Sec. 301. Freeze of top individual income tax 

rates. 
Sec. 302. Restoration of phaseouts of deduc-

tions for personal exemptions 
and of itemized deductions. 

Sec. 303. Repeal of exclusion for 
extraterritorial income. 

Subtitle B—Abusive Tax Shelter Shutdown 
and Taxpayer Accountability 

PART I—PROVISIONS DESIGNED TO CURTAIL 
TAX SHELTERS 

Sec. 311. Clarification of economic substance 
doctrine. 
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Sec. 312. Penalty for failing to disclose re-

portable transaction. 
Sec. 313. Accuracy-related penalty for listed 

transactions and other report-
able transactions having a sig-
nificant tax avoidance purpose. 

Sec. 314. Penalty for understatements at-
tributable to transactions lack-
ing economic substance, etc. 

Sec. 315. Modifications of substantial under-
statement penalty for non-
reportable transactions. 

Sec. 316. Tax shelter exception to confiden-
tiality privileges relating to 
taxpayer communications. 

Sec. 317. Disclosure of reportable trans-
actions. 

Sec. 318. Modifications to penalty for failure 
to register tax shelters. 

Sec. 319. Modification of penalty for failure 
to maintain lists of investors. 

Sec. 320. Modification of actions to enjoin 
certain conduct related to tax 
shelters and reportable trans-
actions. 

Sec. 321. Understatement of taxpayer’s li-
ability by income tax return 
preparer. 

Sec. 322. Penalty on failure to report inter-
ests in foreign financial ac-
counts. 

Sec. 323. Frivolous tax submissions. 
Sec. 324. Regulation of individuals prac-

ticing before the department of 
treasury. 

Sec. 325. Penalty on promoters of tax shel-
ters. 

Sec. 326. Statute of limitations for taxable 
years for which listed trans-
actions not reported. 

Sec. 327. Denial of deduction for interest on 
underpayments attributable to 
nondisclosed reportable and 
noneconomic substance trans-
actions. 

PART II—OTHER PROVISIONS 
Sec. 331. Limitation on transfer or importa-

tion of built-in losses. 
Sec. 332. Disallowance of certain partnership 

loss transfers. 
Sec. 333. No reduction of basis under section 

734 in stock held by partnership 
in corporate partner. 

Sec. 334. Repeal of special rules for fasits. 
Sec. 335. Expanded disallowance of deduc-

tion for interest on convertible 
debt. 

Sec. 336. Expanded authority to disallow tax 
benefits under section 269. 

Sec. 337. Modifications of certain rules re-
lating to controlled foreign cor-
porations. 

Sec. 338. Basis for determining loss always 
reduced by nontaxed portion of 
dividends. 

Sec. 339. Affirmation of consolidated return 
regulation authority. 

Subtitle C—Prevention of Corporate Expa-
triation To Avoid United States Income 
Tax 

Sec. 341. Prevention of corporate expatria-
tion to avoid United States in-
come tax. 

Subtitle D—Inclusion in Gross Income of 
Funded Deferred Compensation of Cor-
porate Insiders 

Sec. 351. Inclusion in gross income of funded 
deferred compensation of cor-
porate insiders.

TITLE I—IMMEDIATE STIMULUS AND JOB 
CREATION 

Subtitle A—Family Tax Relief 
SEC. 101. ACCELERATION OF INCREASE IN CHILD 

TAX CREDIT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The items relating to cal-

endar years 2001 through 2008 in the table 

contained in paragraph (2) of section 24(a) 
(relating to per child amount) are amended 
to read as follows:

‘‘2003 thru 2009 ................................. $ 800
2010 or thereafter ........................... 1,000’’.

(b) ACCELERATION OF INCREASE IN REFUND-
ABLE PORTION OF CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
24(d)(1)(B) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) 15 percent of so much of the taxpayer’s 
earned income (within the meaning of sec-
tion 32) which is taken into account in com-
puting taxable income for the taxable year 
as exceeds $7,500, or’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(3) of section 24(d) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘$10,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$7,500’’, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘2000’’ and inserting ‘‘2002’’.
(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 102. INCREASE IN STANDARD DEDUCTION 

FOR MARRIED TAXPAYERS FILING 
JOINT RETURNS ACCELERATED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 63(c)(2), as amended by the Economic 
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2001, is amended by striking ‘‘the applicable 
percentage of’’ and inserting ‘‘twice’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 301(d) of the Economic Growth 

and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 is 
amended by striking ‘‘2004’’ and inserting 
‘‘2002’’. 

(2) Section 63(c) is amended by striking 
paragraph (7). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 103. ACCELERATION OF 10-PERCENT INDI-

VIDUAL INCOME TAX RATE BRACKET 
EXPANSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
1(i)(1)(B) (relating to the initial bracket 
amount) is amended by striking ‘‘($12,000 in 
the case of taxable years beginning before 
January 1, 2008)’’. 

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—Subparagraph 
(C) of section 1(i)(1) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(C) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In pre-
scribing the tables under subsection (f)—

‘‘(i) no adjustment shall be made in the 
$14,000 amount for any taxable year begin-
ning before 2004, and 

‘‘(ii) the adjustment in such amount with 
respect to taxable years beginning after 2003 
shall be determined under subsection (f)(3) 
by substituting ‘2003’ for ‘1992’ in subpara-
graph (B) thereof.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. 

(2) TABLES FOR 2003.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall modify each table which has 
been prescribed under section 1(f) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 for taxable years 
beginning in 2003 and which relates to the 
amendment made by this section to reflect 
such amendment. 
SEC. 104. ACCELERATION OF ELIMINATION OF 

MARRIAGE PENALTY IN EARNED IN-
COME CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 32(b)(2) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a joint 
return filed by an eligible individual and 
such individual’s spouse, the phaseout 
amount determined under subparagraph (A) 
shall be increased by $3,000.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Clause (ii) of 
section 32(j)(1)(B) is amended by striking 
‘‘2007’’ and inserting ‘‘2002’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 

Subtitle B—Incentives to Hire the Long-Term 
Unemployed 

SEC. 111. INCENTIVES TO HIRE THE LONG-TERM 
UNEMPLOYED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
51(d) (relating to members of targeted 
groups) is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end of subparagraph (G), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (H) and in-
serting ‘‘, or’’, and by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(I) a qualified long-term unemployed indi-
vidual.’’

(b) QUALIFIED LONG-TERM UNEMPLOYED IN-
DIVIDUAL.—Subsection (d) of section 51 is 
amended by redesignating paragraphs (10), 
(11), and (12) as paragraphs (11), (12), and (13), 
respectively, and by inserting after para-
graph (9) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(10) QUALIFIED LONG-TERM UNEMPLOYED IN-
DIVIDUAL.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified 
long-term unemployed individual’ means any 
individual who is certified by the designated 
local agency—

‘‘(i) as having exhausted, during the 1-year 
period ending on the hiring date, all rights 
to regular unemployment compensation 
under State or Federal law, and 

‘‘(ii) as having a hiring date which is dur-
ing the 1-year period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of this paragraph. 
Subsection (c)(4) shall not apply to any 
qualified long-term unemployed individual. 

‘‘(B) EXHAUSTION OF BENEFITS.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), an individual 
shall be deemed to have exhausted such indi-
vidual’s rights to regular compensation 
when—

‘‘(i) no payments of regular compensation 
can be made under such law because such in-
dividual has received all regular compensa-
tion available to such individual based on 
employment or wages during such individ-
ual’s base period, or 

‘‘(ii) such individual’s rights to such com-
pensation have been terminated by reason of 
the expiration of the benefit year with re-
spect to which such rights existed.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to individ-
uals who begin work for the employer after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle C—Extension of Unemployment 
Benefits 

SEC. 121. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Unem-

ployment Benefits Extension Act’’. 
PART I—TEMPORARY EXTENDED 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
SEC. 131. REFERENCES. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this part an amendment is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to a sec-
tion or other provision, the reference shall 
be considered to be made to a section or 
other provision of the Temporary Extended 
Unemployment Compensation Act of 2002 
(Public Law 107–147; 26 U.S.C. 3304 note). 
SEC. 132. EXTENSION OF THE TEMPORARY EX-

TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION ACT OF 2002. 

(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Section 208 is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 208. APPLICABILITY. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(b), an agreement entered into under this 
title shall apply to weeks of unemploy-
ment—

‘‘(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into; and 

‘‘(2) ending before March 1, 2004. 
‘‘(b) TRANSITION.—In the case of an indi-

vidual who is receiving temporary extended 
unemployment compensation for the week 
which immediately precedes the first day of 
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the week that includes March 1, 2004, tem-
porary extended unemployment compensa-
tion shall continue to be payable to such in-
dividual for any week thereafter from the ac-
count from which such individual received 
compensation for the week immediately pre-
ceding that termination date. No compensa-
tion shall be payable by reason of the pre-
ceding sentence for any week beginning after 
October 31, 2004.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Temporary 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 2002 (Public Law 107–147; 116 Stat. 21). 
SEC. 133. ENTITLEMENT TO ADDITIONAL WEEKS 

OF TEMPORARY EXTENDED UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION. 

(a) WEEKS OF TEUC AMOUNTS.—Paragraph 
(1) of section 203(b) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount established 
in an account under subsection (a) shall be 
equal to 26 times the individual’s weekly 
benefit amount for the benefit year.’’. 

(b) WEEKS OF TEUC–X AMOUNTS.—Section 
203(c)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘an amount 
equal to the amount originally established in 
such account (as determined under sub-
section (b)(1))’’ and inserting ‘‘7 times the in-
dividual’s weekly benefit amount for the 
benefit year’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section—
(A) shall take effect as if included in the 

enactment of the Temporary Extended Un-
employment Compensation Act of 2002 (Pub-
lic Law 107–147; 116 Stat. 21); but

(B) shall apply only with respect to weeks 
of unemployment beginning on or after the 
date of enactment this Act, subject to para-
graph (2). 

(2) SPECIAL RULES.—In the case of an indi-
vidual for whom a temporary extended un-
employment account was established before 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Tem-
porary Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 2002 (as amended by this part) 
shall be applied subject to the following: 

(A) Any amounts deposited in the individ-
ual’s temporary extended unemployment 
compensation account by reason of section 
203(c) of such Act (commonly known as 
‘‘TEUC–X amounts’’) before the date of en-
actment of this Act shall be treated as 
amounts deposited by reason of section 203(b) 
of such Act (commonly known as ‘‘TEUC 
amounts’’), as amended by subsection (a). 

(B) For purposes of determining whether 
the individual is eligible for any TEUC–X 
amounts under such Act, as amended by this 
part—

(i) any determination made under section 
203(c) of such Act before the application of 
the amendments made by this part shall be 
disregarded; and 

(ii) any such determination shall instead 
be made by applying section 203(c) of such 
Act, as amended by this part—

(I) as of the time that all amounts estab-
lished in such account in accordance with 
section 203(b) of such Act (as amended by 
this part, and including any amounts de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)) are in fact ex-
hausted, except that 

(II) if such individual’s account was both 
augmented by and exhausted of all TEUC–X 
amounts before the date of enactment of this 
Act, such determination shall be made as if 
exhaustion (as described in section 203(c)(1) 
of such Act) had not occurred until such date 
of enactment. 
SEC. 134. EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIODS. 

(a) APPLICATION OF REVISED RATE OF IN-
SURED UNEMPLOYMENT.—Section 207 is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘In’’ and inserting ‘‘(a) IN 
GENERAL.—In’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT RATE.—For 

purposes of carrying out section 203(c) with 
respect to weeks of unemployment beginning 
on or after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the term ‘rate of insured unemploy-
ment’, as used in section 203(d) of the Fed-
eral-State Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 note), 
has the meaning given such term under sec-
tion 203(e)(1) of such Act, except that indi-
viduals exhausting their right to regular 
compensation during the most recent 3 cal-
endar months for which data are available 
before the close of the period for which such 
rate is being determined shall be taken into 
account as if they were individuals filing 
claims for regular compensation for each 
week during the period for which such rate is 
being determined, and section 203(d)(1)(A) of 
such Act shall be applied by substituting ‘ei-
ther (or both)’ for ‘each’.’’. 

(b) ADDITIONAL EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD 
TRIGGER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 203(c) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD 
TRIGGER.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective with respect to 
compensation for weeks of unemployment 
beginning on or after the date of enactment 
of this paragraph, an agreement under this 
title shall provide that, in addition to any 
other extended benefit period trigger, for 
purposes of beginning or ending any ex-
tended benefit period under this section—

‘‘(i) there is a State ‘on’ indicator for a 
week if—

‘‘(I) the average rate of total unemploy-
ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the period consisting of the most recent 3 
months for which data for all States are pub-
lished before the close of such week equals or 
exceeds 6 percent; and 

‘‘(II) the average rate of total unemploy-
ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the 3-month period referred to in subclause 
(I) equals or exceeds 110 percent of such aver-
age rate for either (or both) of the cor-
responding 3-month periods ending in the 2 
preceding calendar years; and 

‘‘(ii) there is a State ‘off’ indicator for a 
week if either the requirements of subclause 
(I) or (II) of clause (i) are not satisfied. 

‘‘(B) NO EFFECT ON OTHER DETERMINA-
TIONS.—Notwithstanding the provisions of 
any agreement described in subparagraph 
(A), any week for which there would other-
wise be a State ‘on’ indicator shall continue 
to be such a week and shall not be deter-
mined to be a week for which there is a State 
‘off’ indicator. 

‘‘(C) DETERMINATIONS MADE BY THE SEC-
RETARY.—For purposes of this subsection, de-
terminations of the rate of total unemploy-
ment in any State for any period (and of any 
seasonal adjustment) shall be made by the 
Secretary.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
203(c)(1) is amended by inserting ‘‘or (3)’’ 
after ‘‘paragraph (2)’’.
PART II—UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR 

INDIVIDUALS QUALIFYING BASED ON 
PART-TIME WORK OR AN ALTERNATIVE 
BASE PERIOD 

SEC. 141. FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Any State which desires 

to do so may enter into and participate in an 
agreement under this part with the Sec-
retary of Labor (hereinafter in this part re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’). Any State 
which is a party to an agreement under this 
part may, upon providing 30 days’ written 
notice to the Secretary, terminate such 
agreement. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any agreement under sub-

section (a) shall provide that the State agen-
cy of the State will make payments of reg-
ular compensation to individuals in amounts 
and to the extent that they would be deter-
mined if the State law were applied with the 
modifications described in paragraph (2). 

(2) MODIFICATIONS DESCRIBED.—The modi-
fications described in this paragraph are as 
follows: 

(A) In the case of an individual who is not 
eligible for regular compensation under the 
State law because of the use of a definition 
of base period that does not count wages 
earned in the most recently completed cal-
endar quarter, eligibility for compensation 
under this part shall be determined by apply-
ing a base period ending at the close of the 
most recently completed calendar quarter. 

(B) In the case of an individual who is not 
eligible for regular compensation under the 
State law because such individual does not 
meet requirements relating to availability 
for work, active search for work, or refusal 
to accept work, because such individual is 
seeking, or is available for, less than full-
time work, compensation under this part 
shall not be denied by such State to an oth-
erwise eligible individual who seeks less 
than full-time work or fails to accept full-
time work. 

(c) COORDINATION RULE.—The modifications 
described in subsection (b)(2) shall also apply 
in determining the amount of benefits pay-
able under any Federal law to the extent 
that those benefits are determined by ref-
erence to regular compensation payable 
under the State law of the State involved. 
SEC. 142. PAYMENTS TO STATES HAVING AGREE-

MENTS UNDER THIS PART. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.—There shall be paid to 

each State which has entered into an agree-
ment under this part an amount equal to—

(1) 100 percent of any regular compensation 
made payable to individuals by such State 
by virtue of the modifications which are de-
scribed in section 141(b)(2) and deemed to be 
in effect with respect to such State pursuant 
to section 141(b)(1), and 

(2) 100 percent of any regular compensa-
tion—

(A) which is paid to individuals by such 
State by reason of the fact that its State law 
contains provisions comparable to the modi-
fications described in section 141(b)(2), but 
only 

(B) to the extent that those amounts 
would, if such amounts were instead payable 
by virtue of the State law’s being deemed to 
be so modified pursuant to section 141(b)(1), 
have been reimbursable under paragraph (1). 

(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—Sums 
under subsection (a) payable to any State by 
reason of such State having an agreement 
under this part shall be payable, either in ad-
vance or by way of reimbursement (as may 
be determined by the Secretary), in such 
amounts as the Secretary estimates the 
State will be entitled to receive under this 
part for each calendar month, reduced or in-
creased, as the case may be, by any amount 
by which the Secretary finds that the Sec-
retary’s estimates for any prior calendar 
month were greater or less than the amounts 
which should have been paid to the State. 
Such estimates may be made on the basis of 
such statistical, sampling, or other method 
as may be agreed upon by the Secretary and 
the State agency of the State involved. 

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE AND OTHER EX-
PENSES.—There is hereby appropriated out of 
the employment security administration ac-
count of the Unemployment Trust Fund (as 
established by section 901(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act) $500,000,000 to reimburse States 
for the costs of the administration of agree-
ments under this part (including any im-
provements in technology in connection 
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therewith) and to provide reemployment 
services to unemployment compensation 
claimants in States having agreements 
under this part. Each State’s share of the 
amount appropriated by the preceding sen-
tence shall be determined by the Secretary 
according to the factors described in section 
302(a) of the Social Security Act and cer-
tified by the Secretary to the Secretary of 
the Treasury. 
SEC. 143. FINANCING PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Funds in the extended un-
employment compensation account (as es-
tablished by section 905(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act), and the Federal unemployment 
account (as established by section 904(g) of 
the Social Security Act), of the Unemploy-
ment Trust Fund shall be used, in accord-
ance with subsection (b), for the making of 
payments (described in section 142(a)) to 
States having agreements entered into under 
this part. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
from time to time certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to each State the 
sums described in section 142(a) which are 
payable to such State under this part. The 
Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit or 
settlement by the General Accounting Of-
fice, shall make payments to the State in ac-
cordance with such certification by transfers 
from the extended unemployment compensa-
tion account (or, to the extent that there are 
insufficient funds in that account, from the 
Federal unemployment account) to the ac-
count of such State in the Unemployment 
Trust Fund. 
SEC. 144. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this part: 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘‘compensa-

tion’’, ‘‘regular compensation’’, ‘‘base pe-
riod’’, ‘‘State’’, ‘‘State agency’’, ‘‘State 
law’’, and ‘‘week’’ have the respective mean-
ings given such terms under section 205 of 
the Federal-State Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 1970, subject to para-
graph (2). 

(2) STATE LAW AND REGULAR COMPENSA-
TION.—In the case of a State entering into an 
agreement under this part—

(A) ‘‘State law’’ shall be considered to refer 
to the State law of such State, applied in 
conformance with the modifications de-
scribed in section 201(b)(2), and 

(B) ‘‘regular compensation’’ shall be con-
sidered to refer to such compensation, deter-
mined under its State law (applied in the 
manner described in subparagraph (A)), 
except as otherwise provided or where the 
context clearly indicates otherwise. 
SEC. 145. APPLICABILITY. 

An agreement entered into under this part 
shall apply to weeks of unemployment—

(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into, and 

(2) ending before July 1, 2004. 
PART III—ENHANCED UNEMPLOYMENT 

BENEFITS 
SEC. 151. FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any State which desires 
to do so may enter into and participate in an 
agreement under this part with the Sec-
retary of Labor (hereinafter in this part re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’). Any State 
which is a party to an agreement under this 
part may, upon providing 30 days’ written 
notice to the Secretary, terminate such 
agreement. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any agreement under sub-

section (a) shall provide that the State agen-
cy of the State will make payments of reg-
ular compensation to individuals in amounts 
and to the extent that they would be deter-
mined if the State law were applied with the 
modification described in paragraph (2). 

(2) MODIFICATION DESCRIBED.—The modi-
fication described in this paragraph is that 
the amount of regular compensation (includ-
ing dependents’ allowances) payable for any 
week shall be equal to the amount deter-
mined under the State law (before the appli-
cation of this paragraph), plus an addi-
tional—

(A) 15 percent, or 
(B) $25, 

whichever is greater. 
(c) NONREDUCTION RULE.—Each agreement 

shall provide that such agreement shall not 
apply (or shall cease to apply) upon a deter-
mination by the Secretary that the method 
governing the computation of regular com-
pensation under the State law of that State 
has been modified in a way such that—

(1) the average weekly amount of regular 
compensation which will be payable during 
the period of the agreement (determined dis-
regarding the modification described in sub-
section (b)(2)) will be less than 

(2) the average weekly amount of regular 
compensation which would otherwise have 
been payable during such period under the 
State law, as in effect on September 11, 2001. 

(d) COORDINATION RULE.—The modification 
described in subsection (b)(2) shall also apply 
in determining the amount of benefits pay-
able under any Federal law to the extent 
that those benefits are determined by ref-
erence to regular compensation payable 
under the State law of the State involved. 
SEC. 152. PAYMENTS TO STATES HAVING AGREE-

MENTS UNDER THIS PART. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.—There shall be paid to 

each State which has entered into an agree-
ment under this part an amount equal to 100 
percent of any regular compensation made 
payable to individuals by such State by vir-
tue of the modification described in section 
151(b)(2) and deemed to be in effect with re-
spect to such State pursuant to section 
151(b)(1). 

(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—Sums 
under subsection (a) payable to any State by 
reason of such State having an agreement 
under this part shall be payable, either in ad-
vance or by way of reimbursement (as may 
be determined by the Secretary), in such 
amounts as the Secretary estimates the 
State will be entitled to receive under this 
part for each calendar month, reduced or in-
creased, as the case may be, by any amount 
by which the Secretary finds that the Sec-
retary’s estimates for any prior calendar 
month were greater or less than the amounts 
which should have been paid to the State. 
Such estimates may be made on the basis of 
such statistical, sampling, or other method 
as may be agreed upon by the Secretary and 
the State agency of the State involved. 
SEC. 153. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this part: 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘‘compensa-

tion’’, ‘‘regular compensation’’, ‘‘extended 
compensation’’, ‘‘additional compensation’’, 
‘‘benefit year’’, ‘‘base period’’, ‘‘State’’, 
‘‘State agency’’, ‘‘State law’’, and ‘‘week’’ 
have the respective meanings given such 
terms under section 205 of the Federal-State 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 1970, subject to paragraph (2). 

(2) STATE LAW AND REGULAR COMPENSA-
TION.—In the case of a State entering into an 
agreement under this part—

(A) ‘‘State law’’ shall be considered to refer 
to the State law of such State, applied in 
conformance with the modification described 
in section 151(b)(2), subject to section 151(c), 
and 

(B) ‘‘regular compensation’’ shall be con-
sidered to refer to such compensation, deter-
mined under its State law (applied in the 
manner described in subparagraph (A)), 
except as otherwise provided or where the 
context clearly indicates otherwise. 

SEC. 154. APPLICABILITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—An agreement entered 

into under this part shall apply to weeks of 
unemployment—

(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into, and 

(2) ending before January 1, 2004. 
Subtitle D—Trust Fund to Meet Nation’s 

Pressing Needs 
SEC. 161. TRUST FUND TO MEET NATION’S PRESS-

ING NEEDS. 
(a) CREATION OF TRUST FUND.—There is es-

tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a trust fund to be known as the 
‘Pressing Domestic Needs Trust Fund’, con-
sisting of such amounts as may be trans-
ferred to the Trust Fund as provided in this 
section. 

(b) TRANSFERS TO FUND.—There are hereby 
transferred from the general Fund of the 
Treasury to the Pressing Domestic Needs 
Trust Fund so much of the additional 
amounts received in the Treasury by reason 
of the amendments made by title III of this 
Act as does not exceed—

(1) $18,000,000,000 to be used for increasing 
Federal matching funds under medicaid, and 

(2) $26,000,000,000 to be used for infrastruc-
ture improvements, homeland security, com-
munity development, and education. 

(c) EXPENDITURES.—Amounts in the Press-
ing Domestic Needs Trust Fund shall be 
available, as provided by appropriation Acts, 
for purposes and in the amount specified in 
subsection (b). 

Subtitle D—Trust Fund to Meet Nation’s 
Pressing Needs 

SEC. 161. TRUST FUND TO MEET NATION’S PRESS-
ING NEEDS. 

(a) CREATION OF TRUST FUND.—There is es-
tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a trust fund to be known as the 
‘Pressing Domestic Needs Trust Fund’, con-
sisting of such amounts as may be trans-
ferred to the Trust Fund as provided in this 
section. 

(b) TRANSFERS TO FUND.—There are hereby 
transferred from the general Fund of the 
Treasury to the Pressing Domestic Needs 
Trust Fund so much of the additional 
amounts received in the Treasury by reason 
of the amendments made by title III of this 
Act as does not exceed—

(1) $18,000,000,000 to be used for increasing 
Federal matching funds under medicaid, and 

(2) $26,000,000,000 to be used for infrastruc-
ture improvements, homeland security, com-
munity development, and education. 

(c) EXPENDITURES.—Amounts in the Press-
ing Domestic Needs Trust Fund shall be 
available, as provided by appropriation Acts, 
for purposes and in the amount specified in 
subsection (b). 

TITLE II—LONG-TERM JOB CREATION 
AND GROWTH

SEC. 201. INCREASE AND EXTENSION OF BONUS 
DEPRECIATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 168(k) (relating 
to special allowance for certain property ac-
quired after September 10, 2001, and before 
September 11, 2004) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) 50-PERCENT BONUS DEPRECIATION FOR 
CERTAIN PROPERTY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of 50-percent 
bonus depreciation property—

‘‘(i) paragraph (1)(A) shall be applied by 
substituting ‘50 percent’ for ‘30 percent’, and 

‘‘(ii) except as provided in paragraph (2)(C), 
such property shall be treated as qualified 
property for purposes of this subsection. 

‘‘(B) 50-PERCENT BONUS DEPRECIATION PROP-
ERTY.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘50-percent bonus depreciation prop-
erty’ means property described in paragraph 
(2)(A)(i)—
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‘‘(i) the original use of which commences 

with the taxpayer after April 30, 2003, 
‘‘(ii) which is acquired by the taxpayer 

after April 30, 2003, and before May 1, 2004, 
but only if no written binding contract for 
the acquisition was in effect before May 1, 
2003, and 

‘‘(iii) which is placed in service by the tax-
payer before January 1, 2005, or, in the case 
of property described in paragraph (2)(B) (as 
modified by subparagraph (C) of this para-
graph), before January 1, 2006. 

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES.—Rules similar to the 
rules of subparagraphs (B) and (D) of para-
graph (2) shall apply for purposes of this 
paragraph; except that reference to Sep-
tember 10, 2001, shall be treated as references 
to April 30, 2003. 

‘‘(D) AUTOMOBILES.—Paragraph (2)(E) shall 
be applied by substituting ‘$9,200’ for ‘$4,600’ 
in the case of 50-percent bonus depreciation 
property. 

‘‘(E) ELECTION OF 30 PERCENT BONUS.—If a 
taxpayer makes an election under this sub-
paragraph with respect to any class of prop-
erty for any taxable year, subparagraph 
(A)(i) shall not apply to all property in such 
class placed in service during such taxable 
year.’’

(b) MODIFICATION TO 30-PERCENT BONUS DE-
PRECIATION PROPERTY.—

(1) PORTION OF BASIS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—
Subparagraphs (B)(ii) and (D)(i) of section 
168(k)(2) are each amended by striking ‘‘Sep-
tember 11, 2004’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘January 1, 2005’’. 

(2) ELECTION.—Clause (iii) of section 
168(k)(2)(C) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘The preceding sentence shall 
be applied separately with respect to prop-
erty treated as qualified property by para-
graph (4) and other qualified property.’’

(3) ACQUISITION DATE.—Clause (iii) of sec-
tion 168(k)(2)(A) is amended by striking 
‘‘September 11, 2004’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2005’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The subsection heading for section 

168(k) is amended by striking ‘‘SEPTEMBER 
11, 2004’’ and inserting ‘‘JANUARY 1, 2005’’. 

(2) The heading for clause (i) of section 
1400L(b)(2)(C) is amended by striking ‘‘30-
PERCENT ADDITIONAL ALLOWABLE PROPERTY’’ 
and inserting ‘‘BONUS DEPRECIATION PROP-
ERTY UNDER SECTION 168(K)’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 202. INCREASED EXPENSING FOR SMALL 

BUSINESS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 

179(b) (relating to dollar limitation) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate 
cost which may be taken into account under 
subsection (a) for any taxable year shall not 
exceed $25,000 ($75,000 in the case of taxable 
years beginning in 2003 or 2004).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 203. DEDUCTION RELATING TO INCOME AT-

TRIBUTABLE TO UNITED STATES 
PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VIII of subchapter B 
of chapter 1 (relating to special deductions 
for corporations) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 250. INCOME ATTRIBUTABLE TO DOMESTIC 

PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a corpora-

tion, there shall be allowed as a deduction an 
amount equal to 10 percent of the qualified 
production activities income of the corpora-
tion for the taxable year. 

‘‘(b) PHASEIN.—In the case of taxable years 
beginning in 2006, 2007, 2008 or 2009, sub-

section (a) shall be applied by substituting 
for the percentage contained therein the 
transition percentage determined under the 
following table:

‘‘Taxable years The transition 

beginning in: percentage is: 
2006 ........................ 1
2007 ........................ 2
2008 ........................ 4
2009 ........................ 9

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES IN-
COME.—For purposes of this section, the term 
‘qualified production activities income’ 
means the product of—

‘‘(1) the portion of the modified taxable in-
come of the taxpayer which is attributable 
to domestic production activities, and 

‘‘(2) the domestic/foreign fraction. 
‘‘(d) DETERMINATION OF INCOME ATTRIB-

UTABLE TO DOMESTIC PRODUCTION ACTIVI-
TIES.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The portion of the modi-
fied taxable income which is attributable to 
domestic production activities is so much of 
the modified taxable income for the taxable 
year as does not exceed—

‘‘(A) the taxpayer’s domestic production 
gross receipts for such taxable year, reduced 
by 

‘‘(B) the sum of—
‘‘(i) the costs of goods sold that are allo-

cable to such receipts, 
‘‘(ii) other deductions, expenses, or losses 

directly allocable to such receipts, and 
‘‘(iii) a ratable portion of other deductions, 

expenses, and losses that are not directly al-
locable to such receipts or another class of 
income. 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION METHOD.—Except as pro-
vided in regulations, allocations under 
clauses (ii) and (iii) of paragraph (1)(B) shall 
be made under the principles used in deter-
mining the portion of taxable income from 
sources within and without the United 
States. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE.—
‘‘(A) For purposes of determining costs 

under clause (i) of paragraph (1)(B), any item 
or service brought into the United States 
without a transfer price meeting the require-
ments of section 482 shall be treated as ac-
quired by purchase, and its cost shall be 
treated as not less than its value when it en-
tered the United States. A similar rule shall 
apply in determining the adjusted basis of 
leased or rented property where the lease or 
rental gives rise to domestic production 
gross receipts. 

‘‘(B) In the case of any property described 
in subparagraph (A) that had been exported 
by the taxpayer for further manufacture, the 
increase in cost (or adjusted basis) under 
subparagraph (A) shall not exceed the dif-
ference between the value of the property 
when exported and the value of the property 
when brought back into the United States 
after the further manufacture. 

‘‘(4) MODIFIED TAXABLE INCOME.—The term 
‘modified taxable income’ means taxable in-
come computed without regard to the deduc-
tion allowable under this section. 

‘‘(e) DOMESTIC PRODUCTION GROSS RE-
CEIPTS.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘domestic pro-
duction gross receipts’ means the gross re-
ceipts of the taxpayer which are derived 
from—

‘‘(A) any sale, exchange, or other disposi-
tion of, or 

‘‘(B) any lease, rental or license of, 
qualifying production property which was 
manufactured, produced, grown, or extracted 
in whole or in significant part by the tax-
payer within the United States. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The term ‘domestic 
production gross receipts’ includes gross re-
ceipts of the taxpayer from the sale, ex-

change, or other disposition of replacement 
parts if— 

‘‘(A) such parts are sold by the taxpayer as 
replacement parts for qualified production 
property produced or manufactured in whole 
or significant part by the taxpayer in the 
United States, and 

‘‘(B) the taxpayer (or a related party) owns 
the designs for such parts. 

‘‘(3) RELATED PARTY.—The term ‘related 
party’ means any corporation which is a 
member of the taxpayer’s expanded affiliated 
group. 

‘‘(f) QUALIFYING PRODUCTION PROPERTY.—
For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this paragraph, the term ‘qualifying 
production property’ means—

‘‘(A) any tangible personal property, 
‘‘(B) any computer software, and 
‘‘(C) any films, tapes, records, or similar 

reproductions. 
‘‘(2) EXCLUSIONS FROM QUALIFYING PRODUC-

TION PROPERTY.—The term ‘qualifying pro-
duction property’ shall not include—

‘‘(A) consumable property that is sold, 
leased, or licensed by the taxpayer as an in-
tegral part of the provision of services, 

‘‘(B) oil or gas (or any primary product 
thereof), 

‘‘(C) electricity, 
‘‘(D) water supplied by pipeline to the con-

sumer, 
‘‘(E) any unprocessed timber which is 

softwood, 
‘‘(F) utility services, or 
‘‘(G) any property (not described in para-

graph (1)(B)) which is a film, tape, recording, 
book, magazine, newspaper, or similar prop-
erty the market for which is primarily top-
ical or otherwise essentially transitory in 
nature. 
For purposes of subparagraph (E), the term 
‘unprocessed timber’ means any log, cant, or 
similar form of timber. 

‘‘(g) DOMESTIC/FOREIGN FRACTION.—For 
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘domestic/for-
eign fraction’ means a fraction—

‘‘(A) the numerator of which is the value of 
the domestic production of the taxpayer, and 

‘‘(B) the denominator of which is the value 
of the worldwide production of the taxpayer. 

‘‘(2) VALUE OF DOMESTIC PRODUCTION.—The 
value of domestic production is the excess 
of—

‘‘(A) the domestic production gross re-
ceipts, over 

‘‘(B) the cost of purchased inputs allocable 
to such receipts that are deductible under 
this chapter for the taxable year. 

‘‘(3) PURCHASED INPUTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Purchased inputs are 

any of the following items acquired by pur-
chase: 

‘‘(i) Services (other than services of em-
ployees) used in manufacture, production, 
growth, or extraction activities. 

‘‘(ii) Items consumed in connection with 
such activities.

‘‘(iii) Items incorporated as part of the 
property being manufactured, produced, 
grown, or extracted. 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE.—Rules similar to the 
rules of subsection (d)(3) shall apply for pur-
poses of this subsection. 

‘‘(4) VALUE OF WORLDWIDE PRODUCTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The value of worldwide 

production shall be determined under the 
principles of paragraph (2), except that—

‘‘(i) worldwide production gross receipts 
shall be taken into account, and 

‘‘(ii) paragraph (3)(B) shall not apply. 
‘‘(B) WORLDWIDE PRODUCTION GROSS RE-

CEIPTS.—The worldwide production gross re-
ceipts is the amount that would be deter-
mined under subsection (e) if such subsection 
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were applied without any reference to the 
United States. 

‘‘(5) SPECIAL RULE FOR AFFILIATED 
GROUPS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 
that is a member of an expanded affiliated 
group, the domestic/foreign fraction shall be 
the amount determined under the preceding 
provisions of this subsection by treating all 
members of such group as a single corpora-
tion. 

‘‘(B) EXPANDED AFFILIATED GROUP.—The 
term ‘expanded affiliated group’ means an 
affiliated group as defined in section 1504(a), 
determined—

‘‘(i) by substituting ‘50 percent’ for ‘80 per-
cent’ each place it appears, and 

‘‘(ii) without regard to paragraphs (2), (3), 
and (4) of section 1504(b). 

‘‘(h) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) UNITED STATES.—For purposes of this 

section, the term ‘United States’ includes 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and any 
other possession of the United States. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR PARTNERSHIPS.—For 
purposes of this section, a corporation’s dis-
tributive share of any partnership item shall 
be taken into account as if directly realized 
by the corporation. 

‘‘(3) COORDINATION WITH MINIMUM TAX.—The 
deduction under this section shall be allowed 
for purposes of the tax imposed by section 55; 
except that for purposes of section 55, alter-
native minimum taxable income shall be 
taken into account in determining the de-
duction under this section. 

‘‘(4) ORDERING RULE.—The amount of any 
other deduction allowable under this chapter 
shall be determined as if this section had not 
been enacted. 

‘‘(5) COORDINATION WITH TRANSITION 
RULES.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(A) domestic production gross receipts 
shall not include gross receipts from any 
transaction if the binding contract transi-
tion relief of section 303(c)(2) of the Jobs and 
Growth Reconciliation Tax Act of 2003 ap-
plies to such transaction, and 

‘‘(B) any deduction allowed under section 
2(e) of such Act shall be disregarded in deter-
mining the portion of the taxable income 
which is attributable to domestic production 
gross receipts.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part VIII of subchapter B of 
chapter 1 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 250. Income attributable to domestic 
production activities.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made 

by this section shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after 2005.

‘‘(2) APPLICATION OF SECTION 15.—Section 15 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall 
apply to the amendments made by this sec-
tion as if they were changes in a rate of tax. 
TITLE III—FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND 

PROVISIONS ADDRESSING CORPORATE 
ABUSE 

Subtitle A—General Provisions 
SEC. 301. FREEZE OF TOP INDIVIDUAL INCOME 

TAX RATES. 
(a) FREEZE OF TOP INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX 

RATES.—Paragraph (2) of section 1(i) (relat-
ing to reductions in rates after June 30, 2001) 
is amended—

(1) in the column for the highest rate—
(A) by striking ‘‘37.6’’ and inserting ‘‘38.6’’, 

and 
(B) by striking ‘‘35.0’’ and inserting ‘‘38.6’’, 

and 
(2) in the column for the next highest 

rate—
(A) by striking ‘‘34.0’’ and inserting ‘‘35.0’’, 

and 

(B) by striking ‘‘33.0’’ and inserting ‘‘35.0’’.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2003. 

(c) RESTORATION OF RATE REDUCTIONS IF 
FUNDS NOT COMMITTED TO MEET NATION’S 
PRESSING NEEDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—On December 31, 2003, the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall determine whether there is a 
noncommitted balance in the Pressing Do-
mestic Needs Trust Fund (established by sec-
tion 161 of this Act). If such a noncommitted 
balance is determined, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall reduce the rates otherwise ap-
plicable under the amendment made by sub-
section (a) so that the total revenue raised 
by such amendment is reduced by the 
amount of such noncommitted balance. 

(2) NONCOMMITTED BALANCE.—For purposes 
of paragraph (1), the noncommitted balance 
of the trust fund is the portion of the 
amounts in the trust fund which are not 
committed to meeting the pressing needs 
specified in section 161. 

(d) RESTORATION OF RATE REDUCTIONS IF 
BALANCED BUDGET.—The amendments made 
by this section shall cease to apply to any 
taxable year beginning after a calendar year 
if there is no deficit in the Federal budget 
for the fiscal year ending in such calendar 
year. 
SEC. 302. RESTORATION OF PHASEOUTS OF DE-

DUCTIONS FOR PERSONAL EXEMP-
TIONS AND OF ITEMIZED DEDUC-
TIONS. 

(a) PHASEOUT OF PERSONAL EXEMPTIONS.—
Paragraph (3) of section 151(d) is amended by 
striking subparagraphs (E) and (F). 

(b) PHASEOUT OF ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS.—
Section 68 (relating to overall limitation on 
itemized deductions) is amended by striking 
subsections (f) and (g). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 303. REPEAL OF EXCLUSION FOR 

EXTRATERRITORIAL INCOME. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 114 is hereby re-

pealed. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subpart E of part III of subchapter N of 

chapter 1 (relating to qualifying foreign 
trade income) is hereby repealed. 

(2) The table of subparts for such part III is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
subpart E. 

(3) The table of sections for part III of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1 is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 114. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to transactions oc-
curring after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(2) BINDING CONTRACTS.—The amendments 
made by this section shall not apply to any 
transaction in the ordinary course of a trade 
or business which occurs pursuant to a bind-
ing contract—

(A) which is between the taxpayer and a 
person who is not a related person (as de-
fined in section 943(b)(3) of such Code, as in 
effect on the day before the date of the en-
actment of this Act), and 

(B) which is in effect on April 11, 2003, and 
at all times thereafter. 
For purposes of this paragraph, a binding 
contract shall include a purchase option, re-
newal option, or replacement option which is 
included in such contract. 

(d) REVOCATION OF SECTION 943(e) ELEC-
TIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a corpora-
tion that elected to be treated as a domestic 
corporation under section 943(e) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (as in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act)—

(A) the corporation may revoke such elec-
tion, effective as of the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and 

(B) if the corporation does revoke such 
election—

(i) such corporation shall be treated as a 
domestic corporation transferring (as of the 
date of the enactment of this Act) all of its 
property to a foreign corporation in connec-
tion with an exchange described in section 
354 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, and 

(ii) no gain or loss shall be recognized on 
such transfer. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (B)(ii) of 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to gain on any 
asset held by the revoking corporation if—

(A) the basis of such asset is determined in 
whole or in part by reference to the basis of 
such asset in the hands of the person from 
whom the revoking corporation acquired 
such asset, 

(B) the asset was acquired by transfer (not 
as a result of the election under section 
943(e) of such Code) occurring on or after the 
1st day on which its election under section 
943(e) of such Code was effective, and 

(C) a principal purpose of the acquisition 
was the reduction or avoidance of tax. 

(e) GENERAL TRANSITION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable 

year ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act and beginning before January 1, 
2009, for purposes of chapter 1 of such Code, 
each current FSC/ETI beneficiary shall be al-
lowed a deduction equal to the transition 
amount determined under this subsection 
with respect to such beneficiary for such 
year. 

(2) CURRENT FSC/ETI BENEFICIARY.—The 
term ‘‘current FSC/ETI beneficiary’’ means 
any corporation which entered into one or 
more transactions during its taxable year be-
ginning in calendar year 2001 with respect to 
which FSC/ETI benefits were allowable. 

(3) TRANSITION AMOUNT.—For purposes of 
this subsection—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The transition amount 
applicable to any current FSC/ETI bene-
ficiary for any taxable year is the phaseout 
percentage of the adjusted base period 
amount. 

(B) PHASEOUT PERCENTAGE.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 

using the calendar year as its taxable year, 
the phaseout percentage shall be determined 
under the following table:

The phaseout 
‘‘Years: percentage is: 
2004 and 2005 .......... 100
2006 ........................ 75
2007 ........................ 75
2008 ........................ 50
2009 and thereafter 0

(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR 2003.—The phaseout 
percentage for 2003 shall be the amount that 
bears the same ratio to 100 percent as the 
number of days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act bears to 365. 

(iii) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR TAX-
PAYERS.—In the case of a taxpayer not using 
the calendar year as its taxable year, the 
phaseout percentage is the weighted average 
of the phaseout percentages determined 
under the preceding provisions of this para-
graph with respect to calendar years any 
portion of which is included in the tax-
payer’s taxable year. The weighted average 
shall be determined on the basis of the re-
spective portions of the taxable year in each 
calendar year. 

(4) ADJUSTED BASE PERIOD AMOUNT.—For 
purposes of this subsection—

(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 
using the calendar year as its taxable year, 
the adjusted base period amount for any tax-
able year is the base period amount multi-
plied by the applicable percentage, as deter-
mined in the following table:
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The applicable 

‘‘Years: percentage is: 
2003 ........................ 100
2004 ........................ 100
2005 ........................ 105
2006 ........................ 110
2007 ........................ 115
2008 ........................ 120
2009 and thereafter 0

(B) BASE PERIOD AMOUNT.—The base period 
amount is the aggregate FSC/ETI benefits 
for the taxpayer’s taxable year beginning in 
calendar year 2001. 

(C) SPECIAL RULES FOR FISCAL YEAR TAX-
PAYERS, ETC.—Rules similar to rules of 
clauses (ii) and (iii) of paragraph (3)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph. 

(5) FSC/ETI BENEFIT.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘FSC/ETI benefit’ 
means—

(A) amounts excludable from gross income 
under section 114 of such Code, and 

(B) the exempt foreign trade income of re-
lated foreign sales corporations from prop-
erty acquired from the taxpayer (determined 
without regard to section 923(a)(5) of such 
Code (relating to special rule for military 
property), as in effect on the day before the 
date of the enactment of the FSC Repeal and 
Extraterritorial Income Exclusion Act of 
2000). 
In determining the FSC/ETI benefit there 
shall be excluded any amount attributable to 
a transaction with respect to which the tax-
payer is the lessor unless the leased property 
was manufactured or produced in whole or in 
part by the taxpayer. 

(6) SPECIAL RULE FOR FARM COOPERATIVES.—
Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary, determinations under this subsection 
with respect to an organization described in 
section 943(g)(1) of such Code, as in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act, shall be made at the cooperative 
level and the purposes of this subsection 
shall be carried out by excluding amounts 
from the gross income of its patrons. 

(7) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—Rules similar 
to the rules of section 41(f) of such Code shall 
apply for purposes of this subsection. 

(8) COORDINATION WITH BINDING CONTRACT 
RULE.—The deduction determined under 
paragraph (1) for any taxable year shall be 
reduced by the phaseout percentage of any 
FSC/ETI benefit realized for the taxable year 
by reason of subsection (c)(2). The preceding 
sentence shall not apply to any FSC/ETI ben-
efit attributable to a transaction described 
in the last sentence of paragraph (5). 

(9) SPECIAL RULE FOR TAXABLE YEAR WHICH 
INCLUDES DATE OF ENACTMENT.—In the case of 
a taxable year which includes the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the deduction allowed 
under this subsection to any current FSC/
ETI beneficiary shall in no event exceed—

(A) 100 percent of such beneficiary’s ad-
justed base period amount for calendar year 
2003, reduced by 

(B) the aggregate FSC/ETI benefits of such 
beneficiary with respect to transactions oc-
curring during the portion of the taxable 
year ending on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

Subtitle B—Abusive Tax Shelter Shutdown 
and Taxpayer Accountability 

PART I—PROVISIONS DESIGNED TO 
CURTAIL TAX SHELTERS 

SEC. 311. CLARIFICATION OF ECONOMIC SUB-
STANCE DOCTRINE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7701 is amended 
by redesignating subsection (m) as sub-
section (n) and by inserting after subsection 
(l) the following new subsection: 

‘‘(m) CLARIFICATION OF ECONOMIC SUB-
STANCE DOCTRINE; ETC.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In applying the eco-

nomic substance doctrine, the determination 

of whether a transaction has economic sub-
stance shall be made as provided in this 
paragraph. 

‘‘(B) DEFINITION OF ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE.—
For purposes of subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A transaction has eco-
nomic substance only if—

‘‘(I) the transaction changes in a meaning-
ful way (apart from Federal tax effects and, 
if there is any Federal tax effects, also apart 
from any foreign, State, or local tax effects) 
the taxpayer’s economic position, and 

‘‘(II) the taxpayer has a substantial nontax 
purpose for entering into such transaction 
and the transaction is a reasonable means of 
accomplishing such purpose. 

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE WHERE TAXPAYER RELIES 
ON PROFIT POTENTIAL.—A transaction shall 
not be treated as having economic substance 
by reason of having a potential for profit un-
less—

‘‘(I) the present value of the reasonably ex-
pected pre-tax profit from the transaction is 
substantial in relation to the present value 
of the expected net tax benefits that would 
be allowed if the transaction were respected, 
and 

‘‘(II) the reasonably expected pre-tax profit 
from the transaction exceeds a risk-free rate 
of return.

‘‘(C) TREATMENT OF FEES AND FOREIGN 
TAXES.—Fees and other transaction expenses 
and foreign taxes shall be taken into account 
as expenses in determining pre-tax profit 
under subparagraph (B)(ii). 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR TRANSACTIONS WITH 
TAX-INDIFFERENT PARTIES.—

‘‘(A) SPECIAL RULES FOR FINANCING TRANS-
ACTIONS.—The form of a transaction which is 
in substance the borrowing of money or the 
acquisition of financial capital directly or 
indirectly from a tax-indifferent party shall 
not be respected if the present value of the 
deductions to be claimed with respect to the 
transaction is substantially in excess of the 
present value of the anticipated economic re-
turns of the person lending the money or 
providing the financial capital. A public of-
fering shall be treated as a borrowing, or an 
acquisition of financial capital, from a tax-
indifferent party if it is reasonably expected 
that at least 50 percent of the offering will be 
placed with tax-indifferent parties. 

‘‘(B) ARTIFICIAL INCOME SHIFTING AND BASIS 
ADJUSTMENTS.—The form of a transaction 
with a tax-indifferent party shall not be re-
spected if—

‘‘(i) it results in an allocation of income or 
gain to the tax-indifferent party in excess of 
such party’s economic income or gain, or 

‘‘(ii) it results in a basis adjustment or 
shifting of basis on account of overstating 
the income or gain of the tax-indifferent 
party. 

‘‘(3) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this subsection—

‘‘(A) ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE DOCTRINE.—The 
term ‘economic substance doctrine’ means 
the common law doctrine under which tax 
benefits under subtitle A with respect to a 
transaction are not allowable if the trans-
action does not have economic substance or 
lacks a business purpose. 

‘‘(B) TAX-INDIFFERENT PARTY.—The term 
‘tax-indifferent party’ means any person or 
entity not subject to tax imposed by subtitle 
A. A person shall be treated as a tax-indif-
ferent party with respect to a transaction if 
the items taken into account with respect to 
the transaction have no substantial impact 
on such person’s liability under subtitle A. 

‘‘(C) SUBSTANTIAL NONTAX PURPOSE.—In ap-
plying subclause (II) of paragraph (1)(B)(i), a 
purpose of achieving a financial accounting 
benefit shall not be taken into account in de-
termining whether a transaction has a sub-
stantial nontax purpose if the origin of such 

financial accounting benefit is a reduction of 
income tax. 

‘‘(D) EXCEPTION FOR PERSONAL TRANS-
ACTIONS OF INDIVIDUALS.—In the case of an 
individual, this subsection shall apply only 
to transactions entered into in connection 
with a trade or business or an activity en-
gaged in for the production of income. 

‘‘(E) TREATMENT OF LESSORS.—In applying 
subclause (I) of paragraph (1)(B)(ii) to the 
lessor of tangible property subject to a lease, 
the expected net tax benefits shall not in-
clude the benefits of depreciation, or any tax 
credit, with respect to the leased property 
and subclause (II) of paragraph (1)(B)(ii) 
shall be disregarded in determining whether 
any of such benefits are allowable.

‘‘(4) OTHER COMMON LAW DOCTRINES NOT AF-
FECTED.—Except as specifically provided in 
this subsection, the provisions of this sub-
section shall not be construed as altering or 
supplanting any other rule of law, and the 
requirements of this subsection shall be con-
strued as being in addition to any such other 
rule of law. 

‘‘(5) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this subsection. Such regulations 
may include exemptions from the applica-
tion of this subsection.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions entered into after February 13, 2003. 

SEC. 312. PENALTY FOR FAILING TO DISCLOSE 
REPORTABLE TRANSACTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part I of subchapter B of 
chapter 68 (relating to assessable penalties) 
is amended by inserting after section 6707 
the following new section: 

‘‘SEC. 6707A. PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO INCLUDE 
REPORTABLE TRANSACTION INFOR-
MATION WITH RETURN OR STATE-
MENT.

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—Any person 
who fails to include on any return or state-
ment any information with respect to a re-
portable transaction which is required under 
section 6011 to be included with such return 
or statement shall pay a penalty in the 
amount determined under subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraphs (2) and (3), the amount of the 
penalty under subsection (a) shall be $50,000. 

‘‘(2) LISTED TRANSACTION.—The amount of 
the penalty under subsection (a) with respect 
to a listed transaction shall be $100,000. 

‘‘(3) INCREASE IN PENALTY FOR LARGE ENTI-
TIES AND HIGH NET WORTH INDIVIDUALS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a failure 
under subsection (a) by—

‘‘(i) a large entity, or 
‘‘(ii) a high net worth individual, 

the penalty under paragraph (1) or (2) shall 
be twice the amount determined without re-
gard to this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) LARGE ENTITY.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), the term ‘large entity’ means, 
with respect to any taxable year, a person 
(other than a natural person) with gross re-
ceipts in excess of $10,000,000 for the taxable 
year in which the reportable transaction oc-
curs or the preceding taxable year. Rules 
similar to the rules of paragraph (2) and sub-
paragraphs (B), (C), and (D) of paragraph (3) 
of section 448(c) shall apply for purposes of 
this subparagraph. 

‘‘(C) HIGH NET WORTH INDIVIDUAL.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), the term ‘high net 
worth individual’ means, with respect to a 
reportable transaction, a natural person 
whose net worth exceeds $2,000,000 imme-
diately before the transaction. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—
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‘‘(1) REPORTABLE TRANSACTION.—The term 

‘reportable transaction’ means any trans-
action with respect to which information is 
required to be included with a return or 
statement because, as determined under reg-
ulations prescribed under section 6011, such 
transaction is of a type which the Secretary 
determines as having a potential for tax 
avoidance or evasion. 

‘‘(2) LISTED TRANSACTION.—Except as pro-
vided in regulations, the term ‘listed trans-
action’ means a reportable transaction 
which is the same as, or substantially simi-
lar to, a transaction specifically identified 
by the Secretary as a tax avoidance trans-
action for purposes of section 6011. 

‘‘(d) AUTHORITY TO RESCIND PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of In-

ternal Revenue may rescind all or any por-
tion of any penalty imposed by this section 
with respect to any violation if—

‘‘(A) the violation is with respect to a re-
portable transaction other than a listed 
transaction, 

‘‘(B) the person on whom the penalty is im-
posed has a history of complying with the re-
quirements of this title, 

‘‘(C) it is shown that the violation is due to 
an unintentional mistake of fact; 

‘‘(D) imposing the penalty would be 
against equity and good conscience, and 

‘‘(E) rescinding the penalty would promote 
compliance with the requirements of this 
title and effective tax administration. 

‘‘(2) DISCRETION.—The exercise of authority 
under paragraph (1) shall be at the sole dis-
cretion of the Commissioner and may be del-
egated only to the head of the Office of Tax 
Shelter Analysis. The Commissioner, in the 
Commissioner’s sole discretion, may estab-
lish a procedure to determine if a penalty 
should be referred to the Commissioner or 
the head of such Office for a determination 
under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) NO APPEAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, any determination 
under this subsection may not be reviewed in 
any administrative or judicial proceeding. 

‘‘(4) RECORDS.—If a penalty is rescinded 
under paragraph (1), the Commissioner shall 
place in the file in the Office of the Commis-
sioner the opinion of the Commissioner or 
the head of the Office of Tax Shelter Anal-
ysis with respect to the determination, in-
cluding—

‘‘(A) the facts and circumstances of the 
transaction, 

‘‘(B) the reasons for the rescission, and 
‘‘(C) the amount of the penalty rescinded. 
‘‘(5) REPORT.—The Commissioner shall 

each year report to the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate—

‘‘(A) a summary of the total number and 
aggregate amount of penalties imposed, and 
rescinded, under this section, and 

‘‘(B) a description of each penalty re-
scinded under this subsection and the rea-
sons therefor. 

‘‘(e) PENALTY REPORTED TO SEC.—In the 
case of a person—

‘‘(1) which is required to file periodic re-
ports under section 13 or 15(d) of the Securi-
ties Exchange Act of 1934 or is required to be 
consolidated with another person for pur-
poses of such reports, and 

‘‘(2) which— 
‘‘(A) is required to pay a penalty under this 

section with respect to a listed transaction, 
‘‘(B) is required to pay a penalty under sec-

tion 6662A with respect to any reportable 
transaction at a rate prescribed under sec-
tion 6662A(c), or 

‘‘(C) is required to pay a penalty under sec-
tion 6662B with respect to any noneconomic 
substance transaction, 

the requirement to pay such penalty shall be 
disclosed in such reports filed by such person 
for such periods as the Secretary shall speci-
fy. Failure to make a disclosure in accord-
ance with the preceding sentence shall be 
treated as a failure to which the penalty 
under subsection (b)(2) applies. 

‘‘(f) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PEN-
ALTIES.—The penalty imposed by this section 
is in addition to any penalty imposed under 
this title.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part I of subchapter B of chapter 
68 is amended by inserting after the item re-
lating to section 6707 the following:

‘‘Sec. 6707A. Penalty for failure to include re-
portable transaction informa-
tion with return or statement.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to returns 
and statements the due date for which is 
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 313. ACCURACY-RELATED PENALTY FOR 

LISTED TRANSACTIONS AND OTHER 
REPORTABLE TRANSACTIONS HAV-
ING A SIGNIFICANT TAX AVOIDANCE 
PURPOSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter 
68 is amended by inserting after section 6662 
the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 6662A. IMPOSITION OF ACCURACY-RE-

LATED PENALTY ON UNDERSTATE-
MENTS WITH RESPECT TO REPORT-
ABLE TRANSACTIONS.

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—If a taxpayer 
has a reportable transaction understatement 
for any taxable year, there shall be added to 
the tax an amount equal to 20 percent of the 
amount of such understatement. 

‘‘(b) REPORTABLE TRANSACTION UNDER-
STATEMENT.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘reportable 
transaction understatement’ means the sum 
of—

‘‘(A) the product of—
‘‘(i) the amount of the increase (if any) in 

taxable income which results from a dif-
ference between the proper tax treatment of 
an item to which this section applies and the 
taxpayer’s treatment of such item (as shown 
on the taxpayer’s return of tax), and 

‘‘(ii) the highest rate of tax imposed by 
section 1 (section 11 in the case of a taxpayer 
which is a corporation), and 

‘‘(B) the amount of the decrease (if any) in 
the aggregate amount of credits determined 
under subtitle A which results from a dif-
ference between the taxpayer’s treatment of 
an item to which this section applies (as 
shown on the taxpayer’s return of tax) and 
the proper tax treatment of such item. 
For purposes of subparagraph (A), any reduc-
tion of the excess of deductions allowed for 
the taxable year over gross income for such 
year, and any reduction in the amount of 
capital losses which would (without regard 
to section 1211) be allowed for such year, 
shall be treated as an increase in taxable in-
come. 

‘‘(2) ITEMS TO WHICH SECTION APPLIES.—This 
section shall apply to any item which is at-
tributable to—

‘‘(A) any listed transaction, and 
‘‘(B) any reportable transaction (other 

than a listed transaction) if a significant 
purpose of such transaction is the avoidance 
or evasion of Federal income tax. 

‘‘(c) HIGHER PENALTY FOR NONDISCLOSED 
LISTED AND OTHER AVOIDANCE TRANS-
ACTIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) shall be 
applied by substituting ‘30 percent’ for ‘20 
percent’ with respect to the portion of any 
reportable transaction understatement with 
respect to which the requirement of section 
6664(d)(2)(A) is not met. 

‘‘(2) RULES APPLICABLE TO COMPROMISE OF 
PENALTY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the 1st letter of pro-
posed deficiency which allows the taxpayer 
an opportunity for administrative review in 
the Internal Revenue Service Office of Ap-
peals has been sent with respect to a penalty 
to which paragraph (1) applies, only the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue may com-
promise all or any portion of such penalty. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE RULES.—The rules of para-
graphs (3), (4), and (5) of section 6707A(d) 
shall apply for purposes of subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS OF REPORTABLE AND LIST-
ED TRANSACTIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms ‘reportable transaction’ and 
‘listed transaction’ have the respective 
meanings given to such terms by section 
6707A(c). 

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) COORDINATION WITH PENALTIES, ETC., ON 

OTHER UNDERSTATEMENTS.—In the case of an 
understatement (as defined in section 
6662(d)(2))—

‘‘(A) the amount of such understatement 
(determined without regard to this para-
graph) shall be increased by the aggregate 
amount of reportable transaction under-
statements and noneconomic substance 
transaction understatements for purposes of 
determining whether such understatement is 
a substantial understatement under section 
6662(d)(1), and 

‘‘(B) the addition to tax under section 
6662(a) shall apply only to the excess of the 
amount of the substantial understatement 
(if any) after the application of subparagraph 
(A) over the aggregate amount of reportable 
transaction understatements and non-
economic substance transaction understate-
ments. 

‘‘(2) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PENALTIES.—
‘‘(A) APPLICATION OF FRAUD PENALTY.—Ref-

erences to an underpayment in section 6663 
shall be treated as including references to a 
reportable transaction understatement and a 
noneconomic substance transaction under-
statement. 

‘‘(B) NO DOUBLE PENALTY.—This section 
shall not apply to any portion of an under-
statement on which a penalty is imposed 
under section 6662B or 6663. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR AMENDED RETURNS.—
Except as provided in regulations, in no 
event shall any tax treatment included with 
an amendment or supplement to a return of 
tax be taken into account in determining the 
amount of any reportable transaction under-
statement or noneconomic substance trans-
action understatement if the amendment or 
supplement is filed after the earlier of the 
date the taxpayer is first contacted by the 
Secretary regarding the examination of the 
return or such other date as is specified by 
the Secretary. 

‘‘(4) NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANSACTION 
UNDERSTATEMENT.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘noneconomic substance 
transaction understatement’ has the mean-
ing given such term by section 6662B(c). 

‘‘(5) CROSS REFERENCE.—

‘‘For reporting of section 6662A(c) penalty 
to the Securities and Exchange Commission, 
see section 6707A(e).’’

(b) DETERMINATION OF OTHER UNDERSTATE-
MENTS.—Subparagraph (A) of section 
6662(d)(2) is amended by adding at the end 
the following flush sentence: 
‘‘The excess under the preceding sentence 
shall be determined without regard to items 
to which section 6662A applies and without 
regard to items with respect to which a pen-
alty is imposed by section 6662B.’’
(c) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 6664 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(d) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION FOR RE-
PORTABLE TRANSACTION UNDERSTATEMENTS.— 
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‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No penalty shall be im-

posed under section 6662A with respect to 
any portion of a reportable transaction un-
derstatement if it is shown that there was a 
reasonable cause for such portion and that 
the taxpayer acted in good faith with respect 
to such portion. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES.—Paragraph (1) shall 
not apply to any reportable transaction un-
derstatement unless—

‘‘(A) the relevant facts affecting the tax 
treatment of the item are adequately dis-
closed in accordance with the regulations 
prescribed under section 6011, 

‘‘(B) there is or was substantial authority 
for such treatment, and 

‘‘(C) the taxpayer reasonably believed that 
such treatment was more likely than not the 
proper treatment. 
A taxpayer failing to adequately disclose in 
accordance with section 6011 shall be treated 
as meeting the requirements of subparagraph 
(A) if the penalty for such failure was re-
scinded under section 6707A(d). 

‘‘(3) RULES RELATING TO REASONABLE BE-
LIEF.—For purposes of paragraph (2)(C)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A taxpayer shall be 
treated as having a reasonable belief with re-
spect to the tax treatment of an item only if 
such belief—

‘‘(i) is based on the facts and law that exist 
at the time the return of tax which includes 
such tax treatment is filed, and 

‘‘(ii) relates solely to the taxpayer’s 
chances of success on the merits of such 
treatment and does not take into account 
the possibility that a return will not be au-
dited, such treatment will not be raised on 
audit, or such treatment will be resolved 
through settlement if it is raised. 

‘‘(B) CERTAIN OPINIONS MAY NOT BE RELIED 
UPON.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An opinion of a tax advi-
sor may not be relied upon to establish the 
reasonable belief of a taxpayer if—

‘‘(I) the tax advisor is described in clause 
(ii), or 

‘‘(II) the opinion is described in clause (iii). 
‘‘(ii) DISQUALIFIED TAX ADVISORS.—A tax 

advisor is described in this clause if the tax 
advisor—

‘‘(I) is a material advisor (within the mean-
ing of section 6111(b)(1)) who participates in 
the organization, management, promotion, 
or sale of the transaction or who is related 
(within the meaning of section 267(b) or 
707(b)(1)) to any person who so participates, 

‘‘(II) is compensated directly or indirectly 
by a material advisor with respect to the 
transaction, 

‘‘(III) has a fee arrangement with respect 
to the transaction which is contingent on all 
or part of the intended tax benefits from the 
transaction being sustained, or 

‘‘(IV) as determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, has a continuing fi-
nancial interest with respect to the trans-
action. 

‘‘(iii) DISQUALIFIED OPINIONS.—For purposes 
of clause (i), an opinion is disqualified if the 
opinion—

‘‘(I) is based on unreasonable factual or 
legal assumptions (including assumptions as 
to future events), 

‘‘(II) unreasonably relies on representa-
tions, statements, findings, or agreements of 
the taxpayer or any other person, 

‘‘(III) does not identify and consider all rel-
evant facts, or 

‘‘(IV) fails to meet any other requirement 
as the Secretary may prescribe.’’

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading 
for subsection (c) of section 6664 is amended 
by inserting ‘‘FOR UNDERPAYMENTS’’ after 
‘‘EXCEPTION’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (C) of section 461(i)(3) is 

amended by striking ‘‘section 

6662(d)(2)(C)(iii)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
1274(b)(3)(C)’’. 

(2) Paragraph (3) of section 1274(b) is 
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(as defined in section 
6662(d)(2)(C)(iii))’’ in subparagraph (B)(i), and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) TAX SHELTER.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (B), the term ‘tax shelter’ means—

‘‘(i) a partnership or other entity, 
‘‘(ii) any investment plan or arrangement, 

or 
‘‘(iii) any other plan or arrangement, 

if a significant purpose of such partnership, 
entity, plan, or arrangement is the avoid-
ance or evasion of Federal income tax.’’

(3) Section 6662(d)(2) is amended by strik-
ing subparagraphs (C) and (D). 

(4) Section 6664(c)(1) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘this part’’ and inserting ‘‘section 6662 or 
6663’’. 

(5) Subsection (b) of section 7525 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 6662(d)(2)(C)(iii)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 1274(b)(3)(C)’’. 

(6)(A) The heading for section 6662 is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6662. IMPOSITION OF ACCURACY-RELATED 

PENALTY ON UNDERPAYMENTS.’’
(B) The table of sections for part II of sub-

chapter A of chapter 68 is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 6662 and in-
serting the following new items:

‘‘Sec. 6662. Imposition of accuracy-related 
penalty on underpayments. 

‘‘Sec. 6662A. Imposition of accuracy-related 
penalty on understatements 
with respect to reportable 
transactions.’’

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 314. PENALTY FOR UNDERSTATEMENTS AT-

TRIBUTABLE TO TRANSACTIONS 
LACKING ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE, 
ETC. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter 
68 is amended by inserting after section 
6662A the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 6662B. PENALTY FOR UNDERSTATEMENTS 

ATTRIBUTABLE TO TRANSACTIONS 
LACKING ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE, 
ETC.

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—If a taxpayer 
has an noneconomic substance transaction 
understatement for any taxable year, there 
shall be added to the tax an amount equal to 
40 percent of the amount of such understate-
ment. 

‘‘(b) REDUCTION OF PENALTY FOR DISCLOSED 
TRANSACTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘20 percent’ for ‘40 per-
cent’ with respect to the portion of any non-
economic substance transaction understate-
ment with respect to which the relevant 
facts affecting the tax treatment of the item 
are adequately disclosed in the return or a 
statement attached to the return. 

‘‘(c) NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANSACTION 
UNDERSTATEMENT.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘noneconomic 
substance transaction understatement’ 
means any amount which would be an under-
statement under section 6662A(b)(1) if section 
6662A were applied by taking into account 
items attributable to noneconomic sub-
stance transactions rather than items to 
which section 6662A would apply without re-
gard to this paragraph. 

‘‘(2) NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANS-
ACTION.—The term ‘noneconomic substance 
transaction’ means any transaction if—

‘‘(A) there is a lack of economic substance 
(within the meaning of section 7701(m)(1)) for 
the transaction giving rise to the claimed 

tax benefit or the transaction was not re-
spected under section 7701(m)(2), or 

‘‘(B) the transaction fails to meet the re-
quirements of any similar rule of law. 

‘‘(d) RULES APPLICABLE TO COMPROMISE OF 
PENALTY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the 1st letter of pro-
posed deficiency which allows the taxpayer 
an opportunity for administrative review in 
the Internal Revenue Service Office of Ap-
peals has been sent with respect to a penalty 
to which this section applies, only the Com-
missioner of Internal Revenue may com-
promise all or any portion of such penalty. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE RULES.—The rules of para-
graphs (3), (4), and (5) of section 6707A(d) 
shall apply for purposes of paragraph (1). 

‘‘(e) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PEN-
ALTIES.—Except as otherwise provided in this 
part, the penalty imposed by this section 
shall be in addition to any other penalty im-
posed by this title. 

‘‘(f) CROSS REFERENCES.—

‘‘(1) For coordination of penalty with un-
derstatements under section 6662 and other 
special rules, see section 6662A(e). 

‘‘(2) For reporting of penalty imposed 
under this section to the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, see section 6707A(e).’’

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part II of subchapter A of chap-
ter 68 is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 6662A the following new 
item:

‘‘Sec. 6662B. Penalty for understatements at-
tributable to transactions lack-
ing economic substance, etc.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions entered into after February 13, 2003. 
SEC. 315. MODIFICATIONS OF SUBSTANTIAL UN-

DERSTATEMENT PENALTY FOR NON-
REPORTABLE TRANSACTIONS. 

(a) SUBSTANTIAL UNDERSTATEMENT OF COR-
PORATIONS.—Section 6662(d)(1)(B) (relating to 
special rule for corporations) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR CORPORATIONS.—In 
the case of a corporation other than an S 
corporation or a personal holding company 
(as defined in section 542), there is a substan-
tial understatement of income tax for any 
taxable year if the amount of the understate-
ment for the taxable year exceeds the lesser 
of—

‘‘(i) 10 percent of the tax required to be 
shown on the return for the taxable year (or, 
if greater, $10,000), or 

‘‘(ii) $10,000,000.’’
(b) REDUCTION FOR UNDERSTATEMENT OF 

TAXPAYER DUE TO POSITION OF TAXPAYER OR 
DISCLOSED ITEM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 6662(d)(2)(B)(i) (re-
lating to substantial authority) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) the tax treatment of any item by the 
taxpayer if the taxpayer had reasonable be-
lief that the tax treatment was more likely 
than not the proper treatment, or’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
6662(d) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) SECRETARIAL LIST.—For purposes of 
this subsection, section 6664(d)(2), and sec-
tion 6694(a)(1), the Secretary may prescribe a 
list of positions for which the Secretary be-
lieves there is not substantial authority or 
there is no reasonable belief that the tax 
treatment is more likely than not the proper 
tax treatment. Such list (and any revisions 
thereof) shall be published in the Federal 
Register or the Internal Revenue Bulletin.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
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SEC. 316. TAX SHELTER EXCEPTION TO CON-

FIDENTIALITY PRIVILEGES RELAT-
ING TO TAXPAYER COMMUNICA-
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7525(b) (relating 
to section not to apply to communications 
regarding corporate tax shelters) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) SECTION NOT TO APPLY TO COMMUNICA-
TIONS REGARDING TAX SHELTERS.—The privi-
lege under subsection (a) shall not apply to 
any written communication which is—

‘‘(1) between a federally authorized tax 
practitioner and—

‘‘(A) any person, 
‘‘(B) any director, officer, employee, agent, 

or representative of the person, or 
‘‘(C) any other person holding a capital or 

profits interest in the person, and 
‘‘(2) in connection with the promotion of 

the direct or indirect participation of the 
person in any tax shelter (as defined in sec-
tion 1274(b)(3)(C)).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to commu-
nications made on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 317. DISCLOSURE OF REPORTABLE TRANS-

ACTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6111 (relating to 

registration of tax shelters) is amended to 
read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6111. DISCLOSURE OF REPORTABLE TRANS-

ACTIONS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each material advisor 

with respect to any reportable transaction 
shall make a return (in such form as the Sec-
retary may prescribe) setting forth—

‘‘(1) information identifying and describing 
the transaction, 

‘‘(2) information describing any potential 
tax benefits expected to result from the 
transaction, and 

‘‘(3) such other information as the Sec-
retary may prescribe. 
Such return shall be filed not later than the 
date specified by the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) MATERIAL ADVISOR.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘material ad-

visor’ means any person—
‘‘(i) who provides any material aid, assist-

ance, or advice with respect to organizing, 
promoting, selling, implementing, or car-
rying out any reportable transaction, and 

‘‘(ii) who directly or indirectly derives 
gross income in excess of the threshold 
amount for such aid, assistance, or advice. 

‘‘(B) THRESHOLD AMOUNT.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), the threshold amount is—

‘‘(i) $50,000 in the case of a reportable 
transaction substantially all of the tax bene-
fits from which are provided to natural per-
sons, and 

‘‘(ii) $250,000 in any other case. 
‘‘(2) REPORTABLE TRANSACTION.—The term 

‘reportable transaction’ has the meaning 
given to such term by section 6707A(c). 

‘‘(c) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may 
prescribe regulations which provide—

‘‘(1) that only 1 person shall be required to 
meet the requirements of subsection (a) in 
cases in which 2 or more persons would oth-
erwise be required to meet such require-
ments, 

‘‘(2) exemptions from the requirements of 
this section, and 

‘‘(3) such rules as may be necessary or ap-
propriate to carry out the purposes of this 
section.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The item relating to section 6111 in the 

table of sections for subchapter B of chapter 
61 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘Sec. 6111. Disclosure of reportable trans-
actions.’’

(2)(A) So much of section 6112 as precedes 
subsection (c) thereof is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6112. MATERIAL ADVISORS OF REPORT-

ABLE TRANSACTIONS MUST KEEP 
LISTS OF ADVISEES. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each material advisor 
(as defined in section 6111) with respect to 
any reportable transaction (as defined in sec-
tion 6707A(c)) shall maintain, in such manner 
as the Secretary may by regulations pre-
scribe, a list—

‘‘(1) identifying each person with respect to 
whom such advisor acted as such a material 
advisor with respect to such transaction, and 

‘‘(2) containing such other information as 
the Secretary may by regulations require. 
This section shall apply without regard to 
whether a material advisor is required to file 
a return under section 6111 with respect to 
such transaction.’’

(B) Section 6112 is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (c) as subsection (b).

(C) Section 6112(b), as redesignated by sub-
paragraph (B), is amended—

(i) by inserting ‘‘written’’ before ‘‘request’’ 
in paragraph (1)(A), and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘shall prescribe’’ in para-
graph (2) and inserting ‘‘may prescribe’’. 

(D) The item relating to section 6112 in the 
table of sections for subchapter B of chapter 
61 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘Sec. 6112. Material advisors of reportable 
transactions must keep lists of 
advisees.’’

(3)(A) The heading for section 6708 is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6708. FAILURE TO MAINTAIN LISTS OF 

ADVISEES WITH RESPECT TO RE-
PORTABLE TRANSACTIONS.’’

(B) The item relating to section 6708 in the 
table of sections for part I of subchapter B of 
chapter 68 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘Sec. 6708. Failure to maintain lists of 
advisees with respect to report-
able transactions.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions with respect to which material aid, 
assistance, or advice referred to in section 
6111(b)(1)(A)(i) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (as added by this section) is provided 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 318. MODIFICATIONS TO PENALTY FOR FAIL-

URE TO REGISTER TAX SHELTERS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6707 (relating to 

failure to furnish information regarding tax 
shelters) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6707. FAILURE TO FURNISH INFORMATION 

REGARDING REPORTABLE TRANS-
ACTIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a person who is re-
quired to file a return under section 6111(a) 
with respect to any reportable transaction—

‘‘(1) fails to file such return on or before 
the date prescribed therefor, or 

‘‘(2) files false or incomplete information 
with the Secretary with respect to such 
transaction, 
such person shall pay a penalty with respect 
to such return in the amount determined 
under subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the penalty imposed under 
subsection (a) with respect to any failure 
shall be $50,000. 

‘‘(2) LISTED TRANSACTIONS.—The penalty 
imposed under subsection (a) with respect to 
any listed transaction shall be an amount 
equal to the greater of—

‘‘(A) $200,000, or 
‘‘(B) 50 percent of the gross income derived 

by such person with respect to aid, assist-
ance, or advice which is provided with re-
spect to the reportable transaction before 

the date the return including the transaction 
is filed under section 6111. 
Subparagraph (B) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘75 percent’ for ‘50 percent’ in the 
case of an intentional failure or act de-
scribed in subsection (a). 

‘‘(c) RESCISSION AUTHORITY.—The provi-
sions of section 6707A(d) (relating to author-
ity of Commissioner to rescind penalty) shall 
apply to any penalty imposed under this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(d) REPORTABLE AND LISTED TRANS-
ACTIONS.—The terms ‘reportable transaction’ 
and ‘listed transaction’ have the respective 
meanings given to such terms by section 
6707A(c).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item relat-
ing to section 6707 in the table of sections for 
part I of subchapter B of chapter 68 is 
amended by striking ‘‘tax shelters’’ and in-
serting ‘‘reportable transactions’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to returns 
the due date for which is after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 319. MODIFICATION OF PENALTY FOR FAIL-

URE TO MAINTAIN LISTS OF INVES-
TORS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
6708 is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any person who is re-

quired to maintain a list under section 
6112(a) fails to make such list available upon 
written request to the Secretary in accord-
ance with section 6112(b)(1)(A) within 20 busi-
ness days after the date of the Secretary’s 
request, such person shall pay a penalty of 
$10,000 for each day of such failure after such 
20th day. 

‘‘(2) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION.—No 
penalty shall be imposed by paragraph (1) 
with respect to the failure on any day if such 
failure is due to reasonable cause.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to requests 
made after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 320. MODIFICATION OF ACTIONS TO ENJOIN 

CERTAIN CONDUCT RELATED TO 
TAX SHELTERS AND REPORTABLE 
TRANSACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7408 (relating to 
action to enjoin promoters of abusive tax 
shelters, etc.) is amended by redesignating 
subsection (c) as subsection (d) and by strik-
ing subsections (a) and (b) and inserting the 
following new subsections: 

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO SEEK INJUNCTION.—A 
civil action in the name of the United States 
to enjoin any person from further engaging 
in specified conduct may be commenced at 
the request of the Secretary. Any action 
under this section shall be brought in the 
district court of the United States for the 
district in which such person resides, has his 
principal place of business, or has engaged in 
specified conduct. The court may exercise its 
jurisdiction over such action (as provided in 
section 7402(a)) separate and apart from any 
other action brought by the United States 
against such person. 

‘‘(b) ADJUDICATION AND DECREE.—In any ac-
tion under subsection (a), if the court finds—

‘‘(1) that the person has engaged in any 
specified conduct, and 

‘‘(2) that injunctive relief is appropriate to 
prevent recurrence of such conduct, 
the court may enjoin such person from en-
gaging in such conduct or in any other activ-
ity subject to penalty under this title. 

‘‘(c) SPECIFIED CONDUCT.—For purposes of 
this section, the term ‘specified conduct’ 
means any action, or failure to take action, 
subject to penalty under section 6700, 6701, 
6707, or 6708.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The heading for section 7408 is amended 

to read as follows: 
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‘‘SEC. 7408. ACTIONS TO ENJOIN SPECIFIED CON-

DUCT RELATED TO TAX SHELTERS 
AND REPORTABLE TRANSACTIONS.’’

(2) The table of sections for subchapter A 
of chapter 67 is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 7408 and inserting the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 7408. Actions to enjoin specified 
conduct related to tax shelters 
and reportable transactions.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
day after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 321. UNDERSTATEMENT OF TAXPAYER’S LI-

ABILITY BY INCOME TAX RETURN 
PREPARER. 

(a) STANDARDS CONFORMED TO TAXPAYER 
STANDARDS.—Section 6694(a) (relating to un-
derstatements due to unrealistic positions) 
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘realistic possibility of 
being sustained on its merits’’ in paragraph 
(1) and inserting ‘‘reasonable belief that the 
tax treatment in such position was more 
likely than not the proper treatment’’, 

(2) by striking ‘‘or was frivolous’’ in para-
graph (3) and inserting ‘‘or there was no rea-
sonable basis for the tax treatment of such 
position’’, and 

(3) by striking ‘‘UNREALISTIC’’ in the head-
ing and inserting ‘‘IMPROPER’’. 

(b) AMOUNT OF PENALTY.—Section 6694 is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$250’’ in subsection (a) and 
inserting ‘‘$1,000’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$1,000’’ in subsection (b) 
and inserting ‘‘$5,000’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to docu-
ments prepared after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.
SEC. 322. PENALTY ON FAILURE TO REPORT IN-

TERESTS IN FOREIGN FINANCIAL 
ACCOUNTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5321(a)(5) of title 
31, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(5) FOREIGN FINANCIAL AGENCY TRANS-
ACTION VIOLATION.—

‘‘(A) PENALTY AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary 
of the Treasury may impose a civil money 
penalty on any person who violates, or 
causes any violation of, any provision of sec-
tion 5314. 

‘‘(B) AMOUNT OF PENALTY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (C), the amount of any civil 
penalty imposed under subparagraph (A) 
shall not exceed $5,000. 

‘‘(ii) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTIONNo pen-
alty shall be imposed under subparagraph (A) 
with respect to any violation if—

‘‘(I) such violation was due to reasonable 
cause, and 

‘‘(II) the amount of the transaction or the 
balance in the account at the time of the 
transaction was properly reported. 

‘‘(C) WILLFUL VIOLATIONS.—In the case of 
any person willfully violating, or willfully 
causing any violation of, any provision of 
section 5314—

‘‘(i) the maximum penalty under subpara-
graph (B)(i) shall be increased to the greater 
of—

‘‘(I) $25,000, or 
‘‘(II) the amount (not exceeding $100,000) 

determined under subparagraph (D), and 
‘‘(ii) subparagraph (B)(ii) shall not apply. 
‘‘(D) AMOUNT.—The amount determined 

under this subparagraph is—
‘‘(i) in the case of a violation involving a 

transaction, the amount of the transaction, 
or 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a violation involving a 
failure to report the existence of an account 
or any identifying information required to be 

provided with respect to an account, the bal-
ance in the account at the time of the viola-
tion.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to viola-
tions occurring after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 323. FRIVOLOUS TAX SUBMISSIONS. 

(a) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Section 6702 is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6702. FRIVOLOUS TAX SUBMISSIONS. 

‘‘(a) CIVIL PENALTY FOR FRIVOLOUS TAX RE-
TURNS.—A person shall pay a penalty of 
$5,000 if—

‘‘(1) such person files what purports to be a 
return of a tax imposed by this title but 
which—

‘‘(A) does not contain information on 
which the substantial correctness of the self-
assessment may be judged, or 

‘‘(B) contains information that on its face 
indicates that the self-assessment is substan-
tially incorrect; and 

‘‘(2) the conduct referred to in paragraph 
(1)— 

‘‘(A) is based on a position which the Sec-
retary has identified as frivolous under sub-
section (c), or 

‘‘(B) reflects a desire to delay or impede 
the administration of Federal tax laws. 

‘‘(b) CIVIL PENALTY FOR SPECIFIED FRIVO-
LOUS SUBMISSIONS.—

‘‘(1) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—Except as 
provided in paragraph (3), any person who 
submits a specified frivolous submission 
shall pay a penalty of $5,000. 

‘‘(2) SPECIFIED FRIVOLOUS SUBMISSION.—For 
purposes of this section—

‘‘(A) SPECIFIED FRIVOLOUS SUBMISSION.—
The term ‘specified frivolous submission’ 
means a specified submission if any portion 
of such submission—

‘‘(i) is based on a position which the Sec-
retary has identified as frivolous under sub-
section (c), or 

‘‘(ii) reflects a desire to delay or impede 
the administration of Federal tax laws. 

‘‘(B) SPECIFIED SUBMISSION.—The term 
‘specified submission’ means—

‘‘(i) a request for a hearing under—
‘‘(I) section 6320 (relating to notice and op-

portunity for hearing upon filing of notice of 
lien), or 

‘‘(II) section 6330 (relating to notice and 
opportunity for hearing before levy), and 

‘‘(ii) an application under— 
‘‘(I) section 6159 (relating to agreements 

for payment of tax liability in installments), 
‘‘(II) section 7122 (relating to com-

promises), or 
‘‘(III) section 7811 (relating to taxpayer as-

sistance orders). 
‘‘(3) OPPORTUNITY TO WITHDRAW SUBMIS-

SION.—If the Secretary provides a person 
with notice that a submission is a specified 
frivolous submission and such person with-
draws such submission within 30 days after 
such notice, the penalty imposed under para-
graph (1) shall not apply with respect to such 
submission. 

‘‘(c) LISTING OF FRIVOLOUS POSITIONS.—The 
Secretary shall prescribe (and periodically 
revise) a list of positions which the Sec-
retary has identified as being frivolous for 
purposes of this subsection. The Secretary 
shall not include in such list any position 
that the Secretary determines meets the re-
quirement of section 6662(d)(2)(B)(ii)(II). 

‘‘(d) REDUCTION OF PENALTY.—The Sec-
retary may reduce the amount of any pen-
alty imposed under this section if the Sec-
retary determines that such reduction would 
promote compliance with and administra-
tion of the Federal tax laws. 

‘‘(e) PENALTIES IN ADDITION TO OTHER PEN-
ALTIES.—The penalties imposed by this sec-
tion shall be in addition to any other penalty 
provided by law.’’

(b) TREATMENT OF FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS 
FOR HEARINGS BEFORE LEVY.—

(1) FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS DISREGARDED.—
Section 6330 (relating to notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing before levy) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(g) FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS FOR HEARING, 
ETC.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, if the Secretary determines 
that any portion of a request for a hearing 
under this section or section 6320 meets the 
requirement of clause (i) or (ii) of section 
6702(b)(2)(A), then the Secretary may treat 
such portion as if it were never submitted 
and such portion shall not be subject to any 
further administrative or judicial review.’’

(2) PRECLUSION FROM RAISING FRIVOLOUS 
ISSUES AT HEARING.—Section 6330(c)(4) is 
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(A)’’ and inserting 
‘‘(A)(i)’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘(ii)’’; 
(C) by striking the period at the end of the 

first sentence and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(D) by inserting after subparagraph (A)(ii) 

(as so redesignated) the following: 
‘‘(B) the issue meets the requirement of 

clause (i) or (ii) of section 6702(b)(2)(A).’’
(3) STATEMENT OF GROUNDS.—Section 

6330(b)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘under sub-
section (a)(3)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘in writing 
under subsection (a)(3)(B) and states the 
grounds for the requested hearing’’. 

(c) TREATMENT OF FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS 
FOR HEARINGS UPON FILING OF NOTICE OF 
LIEN.—Section 6320 is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘under 
subsection (a)(3)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘in writ-
ing under subsection (a)(3)(B) and states the 
grounds for the requested hearing’’, and 

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘and (e)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘(e), and (g)’’. 

(d) TREATMENT OF FRIVOLOUS APPLICATIONS 
FOR OFFERS-IN-COMPROMISE AND INSTALL-
MENT AGREEMENTS.—Section 7122 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(e) FRIVOLOUS SUBMISSIONS, ETC.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, if the Secretary determines that any 
portion of an application for an offer-in-com-
promise or installment agreement submitted 
under this section or section 6159 meets the 
requirement of clause (i) or (ii) of section 
6702(b)(2)(A), then the Secretary may treat 
such portion as if it were never submitted 
and such portion shall not be subject to any 
further administrative or judicial review.’’

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part I of subchapter B of chapter 
68 is amended by striking the item relating 
to section 6702 and inserting the following 
new item:

‘‘Sec. 6702. Frivolous tax submissions.’’

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to submis-
sions made and issues raised after the date 
on which the Secretary first prescribes a list 
under section 6702(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended by subsection (a). 
SEC. 324. REGULATION OF INDIVIDUALS PRAC-

TICING BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT 
OF TREASURY. 

(a) CENSURE; IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 330(b) of title 31, 

United States Code, is amended—
(A) by inserting ‘‘, or censure,’’ after ‘‘De-

partment’’, and 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

flush sentence: 
‘‘The Secretary may impose a monetary pen-
alty on any representative described in the 
preceding sentence. If the representative was 
acting on behalf of an employer or any firm 
or other entity in connection with the con-
duct giving rise to such penalty, the Sec-
retary may impose a monetary penalty on 
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such employer, firm, or entity if it knew, or 
reasonably should have known, of such con-
duct. Such penalty shall not exceed the gross 
income derived (or to be derived) from the 
conduct giving rise to the penalty and may 
be in addition to, or in lieu of, any suspen-
sion, disbarment, or censure.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to ac-
tions taken after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(b) TAX SHELTER OPINIONS, ETC.—Section 
330 of such title 31 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d) Nothing in this section or in any other 
provision of law shall be construed to limit 
the authority of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to impose standards applicable to the 
rendering of written advice with respect to 
any entity, transaction plan or arrangement, 
or other plan or arrangement, which is of a 
type which the Secretary determines as hav-
ing a potential for tax avoidance or eva-
sion.’’
SEC. 325. PENALTY ON PROMOTERS OF TAX 

SHELTERS. 
(a) PENALTY ON PROMOTING ABUSIVE TAX 

SHELTERS.—Section 6700(a) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘Notwithstanding the first sentence, 
if an activity with respect to which a pen-
alty imposed under this subsection involves 
a statement described in paragraph (2)(A), 
the amount of the penalty shall be equal to 
50 percent of the gross income derived (or to 
be derived) from such activity by the person 
on which the penalty is imposed.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to activities 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 326. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS FOR TAX-

ABLE YEARS FOR WHICH LISTED 
TRANSACTIONS NOT REPORTED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6501(e)(1) (relat-
ing to substantial omission of items for in-
come taxes) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) LISTED TRANSACTIONS.—If a taxpayer 
fails to include on any return or statement 
for any taxable year any information with 
respect to a listed transaction (as defined in 
section 6707A(c)(2)) which is required under 
section 6011 to be included with such return 
or statement, the tax for such taxable year 
may be assessed, or a proceeding in court for 
collection of such tax may be begun without 
assessment, at any time within 6 years after 
the time the return is filed. This subpara-
graph shall not apply to any taxable year if 
the time for assessment or beginning the 
proceeding in court has expired before the 
time a transaction is treated as a listed 
transaction under section 6011.’’ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions after the date of the enactment of 
this Act in taxable years ending after such 
date. 
SEC. 327. DENIAL OF DEDUCTION FOR INTEREST 

ON UNDERPAYMENTS ATTRIB-
UTABLE TO NONDISCLOSED RE-
PORTABLE AND NONECONOMIC SUB-
STANCE TRANSACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 163 (relating to 
deduction for interest) is amended by redes-
ignating subsection (m) as subsection (n) and 
by inserting after subsection (l) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(m) INTEREST ON UNPAID TAXES ATTRIB-
UTABLE TO NONDISCLOSED REPORTABLE 
TRANSACTIONS AND NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE 
TRANSACTIONS.—No deduction shall be al-
lowed under this chapter for any interest 
paid or accrued under section 6601 on any un-
derpayment of tax which is attributable to—

‘‘(1) the portion of any reportable trans-
action understatement (as defined in section 
6662A(b)) with respect to which the require-
ment of section 6664(d)(2)(A) is not met, or 

‘‘(2) any noneconomic substance trans-
action understatement (as defined in section 
6662B(c)).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions after the date of the enactment of 
this Act in taxable years ending after such 
date. 

PART II—OTHER PROVISIONS 
SEC. 331. LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OR IMPOR-

TATION OF BUILT-IN LOSSES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 362 (relating to 

basis to corporations) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(e) LIMITATIONS ON BUILT-IN LOSSES.—
‘‘(1) LIMITATION ON IMPORTATION OF BUILT-IN 

LOSSES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If in any transaction de-

scribed in subsection (a) or (b) there would 
(but for this subsection) be an importation of 
a net built-in loss, the basis of each property 
described in subparagraph (B) which is ac-
quired in such transaction shall (notwith-
standing subsections (a) and (b)) be its fair 
market value immediately after such trans-
action. 

‘‘(B) PROPERTY DESCRIBED.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), property is described in 
this paragraph if—

‘‘(i) gain or loss with respect to such prop-
erty is not subject to tax under this subtitle 
in the hands of the transferor immediately 
before the transfer, and 

‘‘(ii) gain or loss with respect to such prop-
erty is subject to such tax in the hands of 
the transferee immediately after such trans-
fer. 
In any case in which the transferor is a part-
nership, the preceding sentence shall be ap-
plied by treating each partner in such part-
nership as holding such partner’s propor-
tionate share of the property of such part-
nership. 

‘‘(C) IMPORTATION OF NET BUILT-IN LOSS.—
For purposes of subparagraph (A), there is an 
importation of a net built-in loss in a trans-
action if the transferee’s aggregate adjusted 
bases of property described in subparagraph 
(B) which is transferred in such transaction 
would (but for this paragraph) exceed the 
fair market value of such property imme-
diately after such transaction.’’

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF BUILT-IN 
LOSSES IN SECTION 351 TRANSACTIONS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(i) property is transferred in any trans-

action which is described in subsection (a) 
and which is not described in paragraph (1) of 
this subsection, and 

‘‘(ii) the transferee’s aggregate adjusted 
bases of the property so transferred would 
(but for this paragraph) exceed the fair mar-
ket value of such property immediately after 
such transaction, 
then, notwithstanding subsection (a), the 
transferee’s aggregate adjusted bases of the 
property so transferred shall not exceed the 
fair market value of such property imme-
diately after such transaction. 

‘‘(B) ALLOCATION OF BASIS REDUCTION.—The 
aggregate reduction in basis by reason of 
subparagraph (A) shall be allocated among 
the property so transferred in proportion to 
their respective built-in losses immediately 
before the transaction. 

‘‘(C) EXCEPTION FOR TRANSFERS WITHIN AF-
FILIATED GROUP.—Subparagraph (A) shall not 
apply to any transaction if the transferor 
owns stock in the transferee meeting the re-
quirements of section 1504(a)(2). In the case 
of property to which subparagraph (A) does 
not apply by reason of the preceding sen-
tence, the transferor’s basis in the stock re-
ceived for such property shall not exceed its 
fair market value immediately after the 
transfer.’’ 

(b) COMPARABLE TREATMENT WHERE LIQ-
UIDATION.—Paragraph (1) of section 334(b) (re-

lating to liquidation of subsidiary) is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If property is received by 
a corporate distributee in a distribution in a 
complete liquidation to which section 332 ap-
plies (or in a transfer described in section 
337(b)(1)), the basis of such property in the 
hands of such distributee shall be the same 
as it would be in the hands of the transferor; 
except that the basis of such property in the 
hands of such distributee shall be the fair 
market value of the property at the time of 
the distribution—

‘‘(A) in any case in which gain or loss is 
recognized by the liquidating corporation 
with respect to such property, or 

‘‘(B) in any case in which the liquidating 
corporation is a foreign corporation, the cor-
porate distributee is a domestic corporation, 
and the corporate distributee’s aggregate ad-
justed bases of property described in section 
362(e)(1)(B) which is distributed in such liq-
uidation would (but for this subparagraph) 
exceed the fair market value of such prop-
erty immediately after such liquidation.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 332. DISALLOWANCE OF CERTAIN PARTNER-

SHIP LOSS TRANSFERS. 
(a) TREATMENT OF CONTRIBUTED PROPERTY 

WITH BUILT-IN LOSS.—Paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 704(c) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end of subparagraph (A), by striking the 
period at the end of subparagraph (B) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(C) if any property so contributed has a 
built-in loss—

‘‘(i) such built-in loss shall be taken into 
account only in determining the amount of 
items allocated to the contributing partner, 
and 

‘‘(ii) except as provided in regulations, in 
determining the amount of items allocated 
to other partners, the basis of the contrib-
uted property in the hands of the partnership 
shall be treated as being equal to its fair 
market value immediately after the con-
tribution. 
For purposes of subparagraph (C), the term 
‘built-in loss’ means the excess of the ad-
justed basis of the property (determined 
without regard to subparagraph (C)(ii)) over 
its fair market value immediately after the 
contribution.’’

(b) ADJUSTMENT TO BASIS OF PARTNERSHIP 
PROPERTY ON TRANSFER OF PARTNERSHIP IN-
TEREST IF THERE IS SUBSTANTIAL BUILT-IN 
LOSS.—

(1) ADJUSTMENT REQUIRED.—Subsection (a) 
of section 743 (relating to optional adjust-
ment to basis of partnership property) is 
amended by inserting before the period ‘‘or 
unless the partnership has a substantial 
built-in loss immediately after such trans-
fer’’. 

(2) ADJUSTMENT.—Subsection (b) of section 
743 is amended by inserting ‘‘or with respect 
to which there is a substantial built-in loss 
immediately after such transfer’’ after ‘‘sec-
tion 754 is in effect’’. 

(3) SUBSTANTIAL BUILT-IN LOSS.—Section 
743 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) SUBSTANTIAL BUILT-IN LOSS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, a partnership has a substantial built-in 
loss with respect to a transfer of an interest 
in a partnership if the transferee partner’s 
proportionate share of the adjusted basis of 
the partnership property exceeds by more 
than $250,000 the basis of such partner’s in-
terest in the partnership. 

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be appro-
priate to carry out the purposes of paragraph 
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(1) and section 734(d), including regulations 
aggregating related partnerships and dis-
regarding property acquired by the partner-
ship in an attempt to avoid such purposes.’’

(4) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(A) The section heading for section 743 is 

amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 743. ADJUSTMENT TO BASIS OF PARTNER-

SHIP PROPERTY WHERE SECTION 
754 ELECTION OR SUBSTANTIAL 
BUILT-IN LOSS.’’

(B) The table of sections for subpart C of 
part II of subchapter K of chapter 1 is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 743 and inserting the following new 
item:

‘‘Sec. 743. Adjustment to basis of partnership 
property where section 754 elec-
tion or substantial built-in 
loss.’’

(c) ADJUSTMENT TO BASIS OF UNDISTRIB-
UTED PARTNERSHIP PROPERTY IF THERE IS 
SUBSTANTIAL BASIS REDUCTION.—

(1) ADJUSTMENT REQUIRED.—Subsection (a) 
of section 734 (relating to optional adjust-
ment to basis of undistributed partnership 
property) is amended by inserting before the 
period ‘‘or unless there is a substantial basis 
reduction’’. 

(2) ADJUSTMENT.—Subsection (b) of section 
734 is amended by inserting ‘‘or unless there 
is a substantial basis reduction’’ after ‘‘sec-
tion 754 is in effect’’. 

(3) SUBSTANTIAL BASIS REDUCTION.—Section 
734 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) SUBSTANTIAL BASIS REDUCTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, there is a substantial basis reduction 
with respect to a distribution if the sum of 
the amounts described in subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of subsection (b)(2) exceeds $250,000. 

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.—
‘‘For regulations to carry out this sub-

section, see section 743(d)(2).’’
(4) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(A) The section heading for section 734 is 

amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 734. ADJUSTMENT TO BASIS OF UNDISTRIB-

UTED PARTNERSHIP PROPERTY 
WHERE SECTION 754 ELECTION OR 
SUBSTANTIAL BASIS REDUCTION.’’

(B) The table of sections for subpart B of 
part II of subchapter K of chapter 1 is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 734 and inserting the following new 
item:

‘‘Sec. 734. Adjustment to basis of undistrib-
uted partnership property 
where section 754 election or 
substantial basis reduction.’’

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) SUBSECTION (a).—The amendment made 

by subsection (a) shall apply to contribu-
tions made after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(2) SUBSECTION (b).—The amendments made 
by subsection (b) shall apply to transfers 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(3) SUBSECTION (c).—The amendments made 
by subsection (c) shall apply to distributions 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 333. NO REDUCTION OF BASIS UNDER SEC-

TION 734 IN STOCK HELD BY PART-
NERSHIP IN CORPORATE PARTNER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 755 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(c) NO ALLOCATION OF BASIS DECREASE TO 
STOCK OF CORPORATE PARTNER.—In making 
an allocation under subsection (a) of any de-
crease in the adjusted basis of partnership 
property under section 734(b)—

‘‘(1) no allocation may be made to stock in 
a corporation which is a partner in the part-
nership, and 

‘‘(2) any amount not allocable to stock by 
reason of paragraph (1) shall be allocated 
under subsection (a) to other partnership 
property. 
Gain shall be recognized to the partnership 
to the extent that the amount required to be 
allocated under paragraph (2) to other part-
nership property exceeds the aggregate ad-
justed basis of such other property imme-
diately before the allocation required by 
paragraph (2).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 334. REPEAL OF SPECIAL RULES FOR 

FASITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part V of subchapter M of 
chapter 1 (relating to financial asset 
securitization investment trusts) is hereby 
repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (6) of section 56(g) is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘REMIC, or FASIT’’ and in-
serting ‘‘or REMIC’’. 

(2) Clause (ii) of section 382(l)(4)(B) is 
amended by striking ‘‘a REMIC to which 
part IV of subchapter M applies, or a FASIT 
to which part V of subchapter M applies,’’ 
and inserting ‘‘or a REMIC to which part IV 
of subchapter M applies,’’. 

(3) Paragraph (1) of section 582(c) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘, and any regular interest in 
a FASIT,’’. 

(4) Subparagraph (E) of section 856(c)(5) is 
amended by striking the last sentence. 

(5) Paragraph (5) of section 860G(a) is 
amended by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (B), by striking ‘‘, and’’ at the end 
of subparagraph (C) and inserting a period, 
and by striking subparagraph (D). 

(6) Subparagraph (C) of section 1202(e)(4) is 
amended by striking ‘‘REMIC, or FASIT’’ 
and inserting ‘‘or REMIC’’. 

(7) Subparagraph (C) of section 7701(a)(19) 
is amended by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
clause (ix), by striking ‘‘, and’’ at the end of 
clause (x) and inserting a period, and by 
striking clause (xi). 

(8) The table of parts for subchapter M of 
chapter 1 is amended by striking the item re-
lating to part V. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2003. 

(2) EXCEPTION FOR EXISTING FASITS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) shall not 

apply to any FASIT in existence on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(B) TRANSFER OF ADDITIONAL ASSETS NOT 
PERMITTED.—Except as provided in regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury or the Secretary’s delegate, sub-
paragraph (A) shall cease to apply as of the 
earliest date after the date of the enactment 
of this Act that any property is transferred 
to the FASIT. 
SEC. 335. EXPANDED DISALLOWANCE OF DEDUC-

TION FOR INTEREST ON CONVERT-
IBLE DEBT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
163(l) is amended by striking ‘‘or a related 
party’’ and inserting ‘‘or equity held by the 
issuer (or any related party) in any other 
person’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(3) of section 163(l) is amended by striking 
‘‘or a related party’’ in the material pre-
ceding subparagraph (A) and inserting ‘‘or 
any other person’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to debt in-
struments issued after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

SEC. 336. EXPANDED AUTHORITY TO DISALLOW 
TAX BENEFITS UNDER SECTION 269. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
269 (relating to acquisitions made to evade or 
avoid income tax) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(1)(A) any person acquires stock in a cor-

poration, or 
‘‘(B) any corporation acquires, directly or 

indirectly, property of another corporation 
and the basis of such property, in the hands 
of the acquiring corporation, is determined 
by reference to the basis in the hands of the 
transferor corporation, and 

‘‘(2) the principal purpose for which such 
acquisition was made is evasion or avoidance 
of Federal income tax by securing the ben-
efit of a deduction, credit, or other allow-
ance, 
then the Secretary may disallow such deduc-
tion, credit, or other allowance.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to stock and 
property acquired after February 13, 2003. 
SEC. 337. MODIFICATIONS OF CERTAIN RULES 

RELATING TO CONTROLLED FOR-
EIGN CORPORATIONS. 

(a) LIMITATION ON EXCEPTION FROM PFIC 
RULES FOR UNITED STATES SHAREHOLDERS OF 
CONTROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATIONS.—Para-
graph (2) of section 1297(e) (relating to pas-
sive investment company) is amended by 
adding at the end the following flush sen-
tence: 
‘‘Such term shall not include any period if 
there is only a remote likelihood of an inclu-
sion in gross income under section 
951(a)(1)(A)(i) of subpart F income of such 
corporation for such period.’’

(b) DETERMINATION OF PRO RATA SHARE OF 
SUBPART F INCOME.—Subsection (a) of sec-
tion 951 (relating to amounts included in 
gross income of United States shareholders) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR DETERMINING PRO 
RATA SHARE OF SUBPART F INCOME.—The pro 
rata share under paragraph (2) shall be deter-
mined by disregarding—

‘‘(A) any rights lacking substantial eco-
nomic effect, and 

‘‘(B) stock owned by a shareholder who is a 
tax-indifferent party (as defined in section 
7701(m)(3)) if the amount which would (but 
for this paragraph) be allocated to such 
shareholder does not reflect such share-
holder’s economic share of the earnings and 
profits of the corporation.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years on controlled foreign corporation be-
ginning after February 13, 2003, and to tax-
able years of United States shareholder in 
which or with which such taxable years of 
controlled foreign corporations end. 
SEC. 338. BASIS FOR DETERMINING LOSS ALWAYS 

REDUCED BY NONTAXED PORTION 
OF DIVIDENDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1059 (relating to 
corporate shareholder’s basis in stock re-
duced by nontaxed portion of extraordinary 
dividends) is amended by redesignating sub-
section (g) as subsection (h) and by inserting 
after subsection (f) the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(g) BASIS FOR DETERMINING LOSS ALWAYS 
REDUCED BY NONTAXED PORTION OF DIVI-
DENDS.—The basis of stock in a corporation 
(for purposes of determining loss) shall be re-
duced by the nontaxed portion of any divi-
dend received with respect to such stock if 
this section does not otherwise apply to such 
dividend.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to dividends 
received after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
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SEC. 339. AFFIRMATION OF CONSOLIDATED RE-

TURN REGULATION AUTHORITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1502 (relating to 

consolidated return regulations) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘In prescribing such regulations, the 
Secretary may prescribe rules applicable to 
corporations filing consolidated returns 
under section 1501 that are different from 
other provisions of this title that would 
apply if such corporations filed separate re-
turns.’’

(b) RESULT NOT OVERTURNED.—Notwith-
standing subsection (a), the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 shall be construed by treat-
ing Treasury regulation § 1.1502–20(c)(1)(iii) 
(as in effect on January 1, 2001) as being in-
applicable to the type of factual situation in 
255 F.3d 1357 (Fed. Cir. 2001). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning before, on, or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle C—Prevention of Corporate Expa-
triation To Avoid United States Income Tax

SEC. 341. PREVENTION OF CORPORATE EXPA-
TRIATION TO AVOID UNITED STATES 
INCOME TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section 
7701(a) (defining domestic) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(4) DOMESTIC.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the term ‘domestic’ when 
applied to a corporation or partnership 
means created or organized in the United 
States or under the law of the United States 
or of any State unless, in the case of a part-
nership, the Secretary provides otherwise by 
regulations. 

‘‘(B) CERTAIN CORPORATIONS TREATED AS DO-
MESTIC.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The acquiring corpora-
tion in a corporate expatriation transaction 
shall be treated as a domestic corporation. 

‘‘(ii) CORPORATE EXPATRIATION TRANS-
ACTION.—For purposes of this subparagraph, 
the term ‘corporate expatriation trans-
action’ means any transaction if—

‘‘(I) a nominally foreign corporation (re-
ferred to in this subparagraph as the ‘acquir-
ing corporation’) acquires, as a result of such 
transaction, directly or indirectly substan-
tially all of the properties held directly or 
indirectly by a domestic corporation, and 

‘‘(II) immediately after the transaction, 
more than 80 percent of the stock (by vote or 
value) of the acquiring corporation is held by 
former shareholders of the domestic corpora-
tion by reason of holding stock in the domes-
tic corporation. 

‘‘(iii) LOWER STOCK OWNERSHIP REQUIRE-
MENT IN CERTAIN CASES.—Subclause (II) of 
clause (ii) shall be applied by substituting ‘50 
percent’ for ‘80 percent’ with respect to any 
nominally foreign corporation if—

‘‘(I) such corporation does not have sub-
stantial business activities (when compared 
to the total business activities of the ex-
panded affiliated group) in the foreign coun-
try in which or under the law of which the 
corporation is created or organized, and 

‘‘(II) the stock of the corporation is pub-
licly traded and the principal market for the 
public trading of such stock is in the United 
States. 

‘‘(iv) PARTNERSHIP TRANSACTIONS.—The 
term ‘corporate expatriation transaction’ in-
cludes any transaction if—

‘‘(I) a nominally foreign corporation (re-
ferred to in this subparagraph as the ‘acquir-
ing corporation’) acquires, as a result of such 
transaction, directly or indirectly properties 
constituting a trade or business of a domes-
tic partnership, 

‘‘(II) immediately after the transaction, 
more than 80 percent of the stock (by vote or 

value) of the acquiring corporation is held by 
former partners of the domestic partnership 
or related foreign partnerships (determined 
without regard to stock of the acquiring cor-
poration which is sold in a public offering re-
lated to the transaction), and 

‘‘(III) the acquiring corporation meets the 
requirements of subclauses (I) and (II) of 
clause (iii). 

‘‘(v) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this 
subparagraph—

‘‘(I) a series of related transactions shall be 
treated as 1 transaction, and 

‘‘(II) stock held by members of the ex-
panded affiliated group which includes the 
acquiring corporation shall not be taken into 
account in determining ownership. 

‘‘(vi) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of 
this subparagraph—

‘‘(I) NOMINALLY FOREIGN CORPORATION.—
The term ‘nominally foreign corporation’ 
means any corporation which would (but for 
this subparagraph) be treated as a foreign 
corporation. 

‘‘(II) EXPANDED AFFILIATED GROUP.—The 
term ‘expanded affiliated group’ means an 
affiliated group (as defined in section 1504(a) 
without regard to section 1504(b)). 

‘‘(III) RELATED FOREIGN PARTNERSHIP.—A 
foreign partnership is related to a domestic 
partnership if they are under common con-
trol (within the meaning of section 482), or 
they shared the same trademark or 
tradename.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 

this section shall apply to corporate expa-
triation transactions completed after Sep-
tember 11, 2001. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The amendment made 
by this section shall also apply to corporate 
expatriation transactions completed on or 
before September 11, 2001, but only with re-
spect to taxable years of the acquiring cor-
poration beginning after December 31, 2003. 
Subtitle D—Inclusion in Gross Income of 

Funded Deferred Compensation of Cor-
porate Insiders 

SEC. 351. INCLUSION IN GROSS INCOME OF FUND-
ED DEFERRED COMPENSATION OF 
CORPORATE INSIDERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part I of 
subchapter D of chapter 1 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 409A. INCLUSION IN GROSS INCOME OF 

FUNDED DEFERRED COMPENSATION 
OF CORPORATE INSIDERS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If an employer main-
tains a funded deferred compensation plan—

‘‘(1) compensation of any disqualified indi-
vidual which is deferred under such funded 
deferred compensation plan shall be included 
in the gross income of the disqualified indi-
vidual or beneficiary for the 1st taxable year 
in which there is no substantial risk of for-
feiture of the rights to such compensation, 
and 

‘‘(2) the tax treatment of any amount made 
available under the plan to a disqualified in-
dividual or beneficiary shall be determined 
under section 72 (relating to annuities, etc.). 

‘‘(b) FUNDED DEFERRED COMPENSATION 
PLAN.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘funded de-
ferred compensation plan’ means any plan 
providing for the deferral of compensation 
unless—

‘‘(A) the employee’s rights to the com-
pensation deferred under the plan are no 
greater than the rights of a general creditor 
of the employer, and 

‘‘(B) all amounts set aside (directly or indi-
rectly) for purposes of paying the deferred 
compensation, and all income attributable 
to such amounts, remain (until made avail-
able to the participant or other beneficiary) 
solely the property of the employer (without 

being restricted to the provision of benefits 
under the plan), and 

‘‘(C) the amounts referred to in subpara-
graph (B) are available to satisfy the claims 
of the employer’s general creditors at all 
times (not merely after bankruptcy or insol-
vency). 
Such term shall not include a qualified em-
ployer plan. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) EMPLOYEE’S RIGHTS.—A plan shall be 

treated as failing to meet the requirements 
of paragraph (1)(A) unless—

‘‘(i) the compensation deferred under the 
plan is payable only upon separation from 
service, death, or at a specified time (or pur-
suant to a fixed schedule), and 

‘‘(ii) the plan does not permit the accelera-
tion of the time such deferred compensation 
is payable by reason of any event. 
If the employer and employee agree to a 
modification of the plan that accelerates the 
time for payment of any deferred compensa-
tion, then all compensation previously de-
ferred under the plan shall be includible in 
gross income for the taxable year during 
which such modification takes effect and the 
taxpayer shall pay interest at the under-
payment rate on the underpayments that 
would have occurred had the deferred com-
pensation been includible in gross income on 
the earliest date that there is no substantial 
risk of forfeiture of the rights to such com-
pensation. 

‘‘(B) CREDITOR’S RIGHTS.—A plan shall be 
treated as failing to meet the requirements 
of paragraph (1)(B) with respect to amounts 
set aside in a trust unless—

‘‘(i) the employee has no beneficial interest 
in the trust, 

‘‘(ii) assets in the trust are available to 
satisfy claims of general creditors at all 
times (not merely after bankruptcy or insol-
vency), and 

‘‘(iii) there is no factor that would make it 
more difficult for general creditors to reach 
the assets in the trust than it would be if the 
trust assets were held directly by the em-
ployer in the United States. 
Except as provided in regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, such a factor shall include 
the location of the trust outside the United 
States. 

‘‘(c) DISQUALIFIED INDIVIDUAL.—For pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘disqualified 
individual’ means, with respect to a corpora-
tion, any individual—

‘‘(1) who is subject to the requirements of 
section 16(a) of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 with respect to such corporation, or 

‘‘(2) who would be subject to such require-
ments if such corporation were an issuer of 
equity securities referred to in such section. 

‘‘(d) OTHER DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL 
RULES.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED EMPLOYER PLAN.—The term 
‘qualified employer plan’ means—

‘‘(A) any plan, contract, pension, account, 
or trust described in subparagraph (A) or (B) 
of section 219(g)(5), and 

‘‘(B) any other plan of an organization ex-
empt from tax under subtitle A. 

‘‘(2) PLAN INCLUDES ARRANGEMENTS, ETC.—
The term ‘plan’ includes any agreement or 
arrangement. 

‘‘(3) SUBSTANTIAL RISK OF FORFEITURE.—
The rights of a person to compensation are 
subject to a substantial risk of forfeiture if 
such person’s rights to such compensation 
are conditioned upon the future performance 
of substantial services by any individual. 

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF EARNINGS.—Except for 
purposes of subsection (a)(1) and the last sen-
tence of (b)(2)(A), references to deferred com-
pensation shall be treated as including ref-
erences to income attributable to such com-
pensation or such income.’’
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(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 

sections for such subpart A is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 409A. Inclusion in gross income of 
funded deferred compensation 
of corporate insiders.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to amounts 
deferred after July 10, 2002.

Mr. REYNOLDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the 
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for any electronic vote, if 
ordered, on the question of adoption of 
the resolution. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 219, nays 
203, not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 178] 

YEAS—219

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Collins 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 

DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 

Istook 
Janklow 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 

Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 

Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 

Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—203

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 

Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 

Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—12 

Boyd 
Brady (TX) 

Cole 
Combest 

Conyers 
Feeney 

Gephardt 
Herger 

King (IA) 
Miller, Gary 

Northup 
Schrock

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON) (during the vote). Members 
are advised that a minimum of 2 min-
utes remain in this vote. 

b 1113 

Mr. WYNN and Mr. BALLANCE 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’

Mr. LEWIS of California and Mr. 
PAUL changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ 
to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This 

will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 220, noes 203, 
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 179] 

AYES—220

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Collins 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 

Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Janklow 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 

Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
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Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 

Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 

Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—203

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 

Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 

Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 

Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 

Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 

Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—11 

Boyd 
Cole 
Combest 
Cramer 

Feeney 
Gephardt 
Hunter 
King (IA) 

Miller, Gary 
Northup 
Schrock

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SIMPSON) (during the vote). Members 
are advised there are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1121 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to House Resolutions 227, I call up the 
bill (H.R. 2) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide additional 
tax incentives to encourage economic 
growth, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 227, the bill is 
considered read for amendment. 

The text of H.R. 2 is as follows:
H.R. 2

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES; TABLE 

OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Jobs and Growth Tax Act of 2003’’. 
(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as 

otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; references; table of con-

tents. 
TITLE I—ACCELERATION OF CERTAIN 

PREVIOUSLY ENACTED TAX REDUC-
TIONS; INCREASED EXPENSING FOR 
SMALL BUSINESSES 

Sec. 101. Acceleration of 10-percent indi-
vidual income tax rate bracket 
expansion. 

Sec. 102. Acceleration of reduction in indi-
vidual income tax rates. 

Sec. 103. Acceleration of 15-percent indi-
vidual income tax rate bracket 
expansion for married tax-
payers filing joint returns. 

Sec. 104. Acceleration of increase in stand-
ard deduction for married tax-
payers filing joint returns. 

Sec. 105. Acceleration of increase in child 
tax credit. 

Sec. 106. Increased expensing for small busi-
ness. 

Sec. 107. Minimum tax relief to individuals. 
Sec. 108. Application of EGTRRA sunset to 

this title. 

TITLE II—DIVIDEND EXCLUSION TO 
ELIMINATE DOUBLE TAXATION OF 
CORPORATE EARNINGS 

Sec. 201. Dividend exclusion to eliminate 
double taxation of corporate 
earnings. 

Sec. 202. Rules for application of dividend 
exclusion and retained earnings 
basis adjustments. 

Sec. 203. Treatment of regulated investment 
companies and real estate in-
vestment trusts. 

Sec. 204. Treatment of insurance companies. 
Sec. 205. Treatment of S corporations. 
Sec. 206. Repeal of accumulated earnings tax 

and personal holding company 
tax. 

Sec. 207. Effective dates.

TITLE I—ACCELERATION OF CERTAIN 
PREVIOUSLY ENACTED TAX REDUC-
TIONS; INCREASED EXPENSING FOR 
SMALL BUSINESSES 

SEC. 101. ACCELERATION OF 10-PERCENT INDI-
VIDUAL INCOME TAX RATE BRACKET 
EXPANSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
1(i)(1)(B) (relating to the initial bracket 
amount) is amended by striking ‘‘($12,000 in 
the case of taxable years beginning before 
January 1, 2008)’’. 

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT BEGINNING IN 
2003.—Section 1(i)(1)(C) (relating to inflation 
adjustment) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(C) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In pre-
scribing the tables under subsection (f) 
which apply with respect to taxable years be-
ginning in calendar years after 2002—

‘‘(i) the cost-of-living adjustment used in 
making adjustments to the initial bracket 
amount shall be determined under sub-
section (f)(3) by substituting ‘2001’ for ‘1992’ 
in subparagraph (B) thereof, and 

‘‘(ii) such adjustment shall not apply to 
the amount referred to in subparagraph 
(B)(iii).

If any amount after adjustment under the 
preceding sentence is not a multiple of $50, 
such amount shall be rounded to the next 
lowest multiple of $50.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. 

(2) TABLES FOR 2003.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall modify each table which has 
been prescribed for taxable years beginning 
in 2003 and which relates to any amendment 
made by this section, section 102, or section 
103 to reflect each such amendment. 
SEC. 102. ACCELERATION OF REDUCTION IN INDI-

VIDUAL INCOME TAX RATES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The table in paragraph (2) 

of section 1(i) (relating to reductions in rates 
after June 30, 2001) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘In the case of taxable years
beginning during calendar year: 

The corresponding percentages 
shall be substituted for

the following percentages: 

28% 31% 36% 39.6%

2001 ............................................................................................................................ 27.5% 30.5% 35.5% 39.1%
2002 ............................................................................................................................ 27.0% 30.0% 35.0% 38.6%
2003 and thereafter .................................................................................................... 25.0% 28.0% 33.0% 35.0%’’. 
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 103. ACCELERATION OF 15-PERCENT INDI-

VIDUAL INCOME TAX RATE BRACKET 
EXPANSION FOR MARRIED TAX-
PAYERS FILING JOINT RETURNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (8) of section 
1(f ) (relating to phaseout of marriage pen-
alty in 15-percent bracket) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(8) ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN 
15-PERCENT BRACKET.—With respect to tax-
able years beginning after December 31, 2002, 
in prescribing the tables under paragraph 
(1)—

‘‘(A) the maximum taxable income in the 
15 percent rate bracket in the table con-
tained in subsection (a) (and the minimum 
taxable income in the next higher taxable in-
come bracket in such table) shall be 200 per-
cent of the maximum taxable income in the 
15-percent rate bracket in the table con-
tained in subsection (c) (after any other ad-
justment under this subsection), and 

‘‘(B) the comparable taxable income 
amounts in the table contained in subsection 
(d) shall be 1⁄2 of the amounts determined 
under subparagraph (A).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The heading for subsection (f ) of section 

1 is amended by striking ‘‘PHASEOUT’’ and in-
serting ‘‘ELIMINATION’’. 

(2) Section 302(c) of the Economic Growth 
and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 is 
amended by striking ‘‘2004’’ and inserting 
‘‘2002’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 104. ACCELERATION OF INCREASE IN 

STANDARD DEDUCTION FOR MAR-
RIED TAXPAYERS FILING JOINT RE-
TURNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
63(c) (relating to basic standard deduction) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) BASIC STANDARD DEDUCTION.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the basic standard de-
duction is—

‘‘(A) 200 percent of the dollar amount in ef-
fect under subparagraph (C) for the taxable 
year in the case of—

‘‘(i) a joint return, or 
‘‘(ii) a surviving spouse (as defined in sec-

tion 2(a)), 
‘‘(B) $4,400 in the case of a head of house-

hold (as defined in section 2(b)), or 
‘‘(C) $3,000 in any other case.’’. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 63(c)(4) is amended by striking 

‘‘(2)(D)’’ each place it occurs and inserting 
‘‘(2)(C)’’. 

(2) Section 63(c) is amended by striking 
paragraph (7). 

(3) Section 301(d) of the Economic Growth 
and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 is 
amended by striking ‘‘2004’’ and inserting 
‘‘2002’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002.
SEC. 105. ACCELERATION OF INCREASE IN CHILD 

TAX CREDIT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 

24 (relating to child tax credit) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—There shall be 
allowed as a credit against the tax imposed 
by this chapter for the taxable year with re-
spect to each qualifying child of the tax-
payer an amount equal to $1,000.’’. 

(b) ADVANCE PAYMENT OF PORTION OF IN-
CREASED CREDIT IN 2003.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter B of chapter 
65 (relating to abatements, credits, and re-
funds) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new section: 

‘‘SEC. 6429. ADVANCE PAYMENT OF PORTION OF 
INCREASED CHILD CREDIT. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each eligible taxpayer 
shall be treated as having made a payment 
against the tax imposed by chapter 1 for 
such taxpayer’s first taxable year beginning 
in 2002 in an amount equal to the child tax 
credit refund amount. 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE TAXPAYER.—For purposes of 
this section, the term ‘eligible taxpayer’ 
means any taxpayer if—

‘‘(1) such taxpayer was allowed a credit 
under section 24 for such taxpayer’s first tax-
able year beginning in 2002, and 

‘‘(2) at least one qualifying child (as de-
fined in section 24(c)) of the taxpayer for 
such year meets the age requirement for 
2003. 

‘‘(c) CHILD TAX CREDIT REFUND AMOUNT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, the child tax credit refund amount is 
equal to the excess (if any) of—

‘‘(A) the amount which would have been al-
lowed as a credit under section 24 for the 
taxpayer’s first taxable year beginning in 
2002 if—

‘‘(i) the per child amount for such year 
were $1,000, and 

‘‘(ii) only qualifying children (as defined in 
section 24(c)) of the taxpayer for such year 
who meet the age requirement for 2003 were 
taken into account, over 

‘‘(B) the amount which would have been al-
lowed as a credit under section 24 for the 
taxpayer’s first taxable year beginning in 
2002 if only qualifying children (as defined in 
section 24(c)) of the taxpayer for such year 
who meet the age requirement for 2003 were 
taken into account. 

‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENTS.—The amounts described 
in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1) 
shall be determined—

‘‘(A) without regard to section 
24(d)(1)(B)(ii), and 

‘‘(B) as if the credit allowed under section 
24(d) were allowed under section 24. 

‘‘(d) AGE REQUIREMENT.—A child of a tax-
payer meets the age requirement for 2003 if 
such child meets the requirement of section 
24(c)(1)(B) for the taxpayer’s first taxable 
year beginning in 2003. 

‘‘(e) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.—In the case of 
any overpayment attributable to this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall, subject to the pro-
visions of this title, refund or credit such 
overpayment as rapidly as possible and, to 
the extent practicable, before December 31, 
2003. 

‘‘(f) COORDINATION WITH CHILD TAX CRED-
IT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of credit 
which would (but for this paragraph) be al-
lowable under section 24 for the taxpayer’s 
first taxable year beginning in 2003 shall be 
reduced (but not below zero) by the aggre-
gate refunds and credits made or allowed to 
the taxpayer under this section. Any failure 
to so reduce the credit shall be treated as 
arising out of a mathematical or clerical 
error and assessed according to section 
6213(b)(1). 

‘‘(2) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a re-
fund or credit made or allowed under this 
section with respect to a joint return, half of 
such refund or credit shall be treated as hav-
ing been made or allowed to each individual 
filing such return. 

‘‘(g) NO INTEREST.—No interest shall be al-
lowed on any overpayment attributable to 
this section.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subchapter B of chapter 65 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new item:

‘‘Sec. 6429. Advance payment of portion 
of increased child credit.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—

(1) SUBSECTION (a).—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2002. 

(2) SUBSECTION (b).—The amendments made 
by subsection (b) shall take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 106. INCREASED EXPENSING FOR SMALL 

BUSINESS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 

179(b) (relating to dollar limitation) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate 
cost which may be taken into account under 
subsection (a) for any taxable year shall not 
exceed $75,000.’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN QUALIFYING INVESTMENT AT 
WHICH PHASEOUT BEGINS.—Paragraph (2) of 
section 179(b) (relating to reduction in limi-
tation) is amended by striking ‘‘$200,000’’ and 
inserting ‘‘$325,000’’. 

(c) OFF-THE-SHELF COMPUTER SOFTWARE.—
Paragraph (1) of section 179(d) (defining sec-
tion 179 property) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(1) SECTION 179 PROPERTY.—For purposes of 
this section, the term ‘section 179 property’ 
means property—

‘‘(A) which is—
‘‘(i) tangible property (to which section 168 

applies), or 
‘‘(ii) computer software (as defined in sec-

tion 197(e)(3)(B)) which is described in sec-
tion 197(e)(3)(A)(i) and to which section 167 
applies, 

‘‘(B) which is section 1245 property (as de-
fined in section 1245(a)(3)), and 

‘‘(C) which is acquired by purchase for use 
in the active conduct of a trade or business. 
Such term shall not include any property de-
scribed in section 50(b) and shall not include 
air conditioning or heating units.’’. 

(d) ADJUSTMENT OF DOLLAR LIMIT AND 
PHASEOUT THRESHOLD FOR INFLATION.—Sub-
section (b) of section 179 (relating to limita-
tions) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-

able year beginning in a calendar year after 
2003, the dollar amounts in paragraphs (1) 
and (2) shall each be increased by an amount 
equal to—

‘‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar 
year in which the taxable year begins, by 
substituting ‘calendar year 2002’ for ‘cal-
endar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B) thereof. 

‘‘(B) ROUNDING.—
‘‘(i) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—If the amount in 

paragraph (1) as increased under subpara-
graph (A) is not a multiple of $1,000, such 
amount shall be rounded to the nearest mul-
tiple of $1,000. 

‘‘(ii) PHASEOUT AMOUNT.—If the amount in 
paragraph (2) as increased under subpara-
graph (A) is not a multiple of $10,000, such 
amount shall be rounded to the nearest mul-
tiple of $10,000.’’. 

(e) REVOCATION OF ELECTION.—Paragraph 
(2) of section 179(c) (relating to election ir-
revocable) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) REVOCATION OF ELECTION.—The tax-
payer may revoke an election under para-
graph (1), and any specification contained in 
any such election, with respect to any prop-
erty. Such revocation, once made, shall be 
irrevocable.’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 107. MINIMUM TAX RELIEF TO INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—So much of paragraph (1) 
of section 55(d) (relating to exemption 
amount for taxpayers other than corpora-
tions) as precedes subparagraph (C) thereof is 
amended to read as follows: 
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‘‘(1) EXEMPTION AMOUNT FOR TAXPAYERS 

OTHER THAN CORPORATIONS.—In the case of a 
taxpayer other than a corporation, the term 
‘exemption amount’ means as follows: 

‘‘(A) JOINT RETURN AND SURVIVING 
SPOUSE.—In the case of a joint return or a 
surviving spouse, the amount under the fol-
lowing table:
‘‘In the case of tax-

able years begin-
ning: 

The exemption 
amount is: 

Before 2001 ................................ $45,000
In 2001 and 2002 .......................... $49,000
In 2003, 2004, and 2005 ................. $57,000
After 2005 .................................. $45,000.
‘‘(B) INDIVIDUAL NOT MARRIED AND NOT A 

SURVIVING SPOUSE.—In the case of an indi-
vidual who is not a married individual and is 
not a surviving spouse, the amount under the 
following table:
‘‘In the case of tax-

able years begin-
ning: 

The exemption 
amount is: 

Before 2001 ................................ $33,750
In 2001 and 2002 .......................... $35,750
In 2003, 2004, and 2005 ................. $39,750
After 2005 .................................. $33,750.’’.
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 55(d)(1)(C) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘, and’’ and inserting a pe-

riod, and 
(B) by striking ‘‘50 percent’’ and inserting 

‘‘MARRIED INDIVIDUAL FILING A SEPARATE RE-
TURN.—50 percent’’. 

(2) Section 55(d)(1)(D) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$22,500’’ and inserting ‘‘ESTATE AND 
TRUST.—$22,500’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 108. APPLICATION OF EGTRRA SUNSET TO 

THIS TITLE. 
Each amendment made by this title (other 

than section 106) shall be subject to title IX 
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001 to the same extent 
and in the same manner as the provision of 
such Act to which such amendment relates.
TITLE II—DIVIDEND EXCLUSION TO 

ELIMINATE DOUBLE TAXATION OF COR-
PORATE EARNINGS 

SEC. 201. DIVIDEND EXCLUSION TO ELIMINATE 
DOUBLE TAXATION OF CORPORATE 
EARNINGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part III of subchapter B 
of chapter 1 is amended by inserting after 
section 115 the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 116. DIVIDEND EXCLUSION TO ELIMINATE 

DOUBLE TAXATION OF CORPORATE 
EARNINGS. 

‘‘(a) EXCLUSION.—Gross income does not in-
clude the excludable portion (as defined in 
section 281) of any amount received as a divi-
dend. 

‘‘(b) COMPARABLE TREATMENT FOR RE-
TAINED EARNINGS.—If the excludable dividend 
amount (as defined in section 281) of any cor-
poration for any calendar year exceeds the 
dividends paid by the corporation in such 
calendar year, the basis of stock in the cor-
poration shall be increased in the manner 
and to the extent provided in section 282. 

‘‘(c) REPORTING TO SHAREHOLDERS.—For re-
porting to shareholders, see section 6042.’’ 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for such part III is amended by in-
serting after the item relating to section 115 
the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 116. Dividend exclusion to eliminate 
double taxation of corporate 
earnings.’’

SEC. 202. RULES FOR APPLICATION OF DIVIDEND 
EXCLUSION AND RETAINED EARN-
INGS BASIS ADJUSTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter B of chapter 1 
(as amended by subsection (d)) is amended by 

inserting after part IX the following new 
part: 

‘‘PART X—RULES FOR APPLICATION OF 
DIVIDEND EXCLUSION AND RETAINED 
EARNINGS BASIS ADJUSTMENTS.

‘‘Sec. 281. Excludable portion of dividends. 

‘‘Sec. 282. Retained earnings basis adjust-
ments. 

‘‘Sec. 283. Treatment of distributions after 
previous retained earnings 
basis adjustments. 

‘‘Sec. 284. Special rules for credits and re-
funds. 

‘‘Sec. 285. Special rules for foreign corpora-
tions and shareholders. 

‘‘Sec. 286. Other special rules. 

‘‘Sec. 287. Regulations.
‘‘SEC. 281. EXCLUDABLE PORTION OF DIVIDENDS. 

‘‘(a) EXCLUDABLE PORTION.—For purposes 
of section 116, the term ‘excludable portion’ 
means, with respect to any dividend paid by 
a corporation in a calendar year, an amount 
which bears the same ratio to such dividend 
as the excludable dividend amount of such 
corporation for the calendar year bears to 
the total amount of dividends paid by such 
corporation in such calendar year. 

‘‘(b) EXCLUDABLE DIVIDEND AMOUNT.—For 
purposes of this part and section 116—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘excludable 
dividend amount’ means, with respect to any 
corporation for any calendar year, the excess 
of—

‘‘(A) the sum of—
‘‘(i) the fully taxed earnings amount for 

the preceding calendar year, 
‘‘(ii) the aggregate amount of dividends re-

ceived by the corporation during such pre-
ceding year which are excluded from gross 
income under section 116(a), and 

‘‘(iii) the aggregate amount of increases 
during such preceding year under section 
116(b) in the basis of stock held by the cor-
poration, over 

‘‘(B) the amount of applicable income tax 
taken into account under subparagraph 
(A)(i). 

‘‘(2) CARRYOVER OF EXCESS OF EXCLUDABLE 
DIVIDEND AMOUNT OVER EARNINGS AND PROF-
ITS.—The excludable dividend amount of a 
corporation for any calendar year shall be 
increased by the excess of—

‘‘(A) the excludable dividend amount of 
such corporation for the preceding calendar 
year, over 

‘‘(B) the maximum amount which could 
have been paid by the corporation as divi-
dends during such preceding calendar year. 

‘‘(c) FULLY TAXED EARNINGS AMOUNT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The fully taxed earnings 

amount for any calendar year is the amount 
of the applicable income tax shown on appli-
cable returns for such year divided by the 
highest rate of tax specified in section 11. 

‘‘(2) INCREASE FOR PRIOR YEAR ASSESS-
MENTS.—The fully taxed earnings amount for 
any calendar year shall be increased by the 
amount of any applicable income tax (not 
previously taken into account under para-
graph (1)) which is assessed during such year 
divided by the highest rate of tax specified in 
section 11. 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION TO AMOUNT PAID.—If an 
amount described in paragraph (1) or (2) is 
paid after the close of the calendar year in 
which such amount would (but for this para-
graph) be taken into account, such amount 
shall be taken into account for the calendar 
year in which paid. 

‘‘(4) HIGHEST RATE OF TAX.—For purposes of 
this subsection, the highest rate of tax speci-
fied in section 11 with respect to any applica-
ble income tax shall be such highest rate for 
the taxable year for which (or by reference 
to which) such tax is determined. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this 
part—

‘‘(1) APPLICABLE INCOME TAX.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘applicable in-

come tax’ means the excess (if any) of—
‘‘(i) the sum of the taxes imposed by sec-

tions 11, 55, 511, 801, 831, 882, 1201, 1291 (with-
out regard to section 1291(c)(1)(B)), and 1374, 
over 

‘‘(ii) the sum of the credits under part IV 
of subchapter A (other than subpart C and 
section 27(a)). 

‘‘(B) TRANSITIONAL RULES.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Such term shall not in-

clude any tax imposed for any taxable year 
ending before April 1, 2001.

‘‘(ii) TREATMENT OF MINIMUM TAX CREDIT.—
The applicable income tax shall not be re-
duced by the credit under section 53 attrib-
utable (determined as if such credit were 
used on a first-in first-out basis) to taxable 
years ending before April 1, 2001. 

‘‘(iii) SECTION 1374.—The reference to sec-
tion 1374 in subparagraph (A)(i) shall not 
apply to taxable years beginning before Jan-
uary 1, 2003. 

‘‘(iv) OTHER TAXES INCLUDED.—The taxes 
imposed by sections 531 and 541 (as in effect 
before their repeal) shall be taken into ac-
count under subparagraph (A)(i) for taxable 
years ending after March 30, 2001, and begin-
ning before January 1, 2003. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE RETURN.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘applicable re-

turn’ means, with respect to a calendar year, 
any return of applicable income tax for a 
taxable year if the 15th day of the 8th month 
following the close of such taxable year oc-
curs during such calendar year. 

‘‘(B) FILING REQUIREMENT.—If a return is 
filed after the close of the calendar year with 
respect to which such return would (but for 
this subparagraph) be treated as an applica-
ble return under subparagraph (A), such re-
turn shall be treated as an applicable return 
for the calendar year in which filed. 
‘‘SEC. 282. RETAINED EARNINGS BASIS ADJUST-

MENTS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If any portion of the ex-

cess described in section 116(b) is allocated 
to a share of stock in a corporation under 
subsection (b), the basis of such share shall 
be increased by the amount so allocated. 

‘‘(b) ALLOCATION OF EXCESS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A corporation may allo-

cate the excess described in section 116(b) for 
any calendar year to shares of stock in the 
corporation at 1 or more times during the 
calendar year to the extent that cash in the 
amount of such excess, if distributed at the 
time of such allocation, would be a dividend. 

‘‘(2) MANNER.—Except as provided in regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary, any 
amount allocated under paragraph (1) shall 
be allocated in the same manner as if cash in 
such amount were actually distributed as 
dividends. No allocation shall be effective be-
fore the date on which it is made by the cor-
poration. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN PREFERRED 
STOCK.—No amount may be allocated under 
this subsection to stock described in section 
1504(a)(4) (determined without regard to sub-
paragraph (A) thereof). 

‘‘(c) EFFECT ON EARNINGS AND PROFITS.—
Earnings and profits of a corporation making 
an allocation under subsection (b), and of a 
corporation receiving such an allocation, 
shall be adjusted in the same manner as if 
the allocation were treated as a dividend. 

‘‘(d) AUTHORITY TO ALLOW CARRYOVER OF 
UNALLOCATED EXCESS EXCLUDABLE DIVIDEND 
AMOUNT.—Notwithstanding section 281, the 
Secretary may by regulation allow a cor-
poration to increase the excludable dividend 
amount for any calendar year by the amount 
of the excess described in section 116(b) for 
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the preceding calendar year which is not al-
located under subsection (b). 
‘‘SEC. 283. TREATMENT OF DISTRIBUTIONS 

AFTER PREVIOUS RETAINED EARN-
INGS BASIS ADJUSTMENTS. 

‘‘(a) TREATMENT OF DISTRIBUTIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a corporation makes 

distributions described in section 301(a) with 
respect to any class of stock in any calendar 
year which are not excludable under section 
116(a), such distributions shall not be treated 
as dividends (and paragraphs (2) and (3) of 
section 301(c) shall apply to such distribu-
tions) to the extent such distributions do not 
exceed the corporation’s cumulative retained 
earnings basis adjustment amount for such 
class as of the beginning of such year. If such 
distributions exceed such amount, this para-
graph shall be applied to a proportionate 
share of each such distribution. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR RECHARACTERIZED 
DIVIDENDS.—If any dividend (determined 
without regard to this subsection) during 
any calendar year with respect to any class 
of stock in a corporation is treated as a dis-
tribution other than a dividend under para-
graph (1), such treatment shall be dis-
regarded for purposes of—

‘‘(A) determining the excludable portion 
under section 281 of dividends paid by the 
corporation during the calendar year, and 

‘‘(B) determining whether any distribution 
during the calendar year with respect to 
stock in the corporation is treated as a divi-
dend.

‘‘(b) CUMULATIVE RETAINED EARNINGS BASIS 
ADJUSTMENT AMOUNT.—For purposes of this 
section, the term ‘cumulative retained earn-
ings basis adjustment amount’ means, with 
respect to any class of stock for any calendar 
year, the excess (if any) of—

‘‘(1) the aggregate of the excess described 
in section 116(b) allocated to shares of such 
class of stock under section 282 for all pre-
ceding calendar years, over 

‘‘(2) the aggregate amount of distributions 
to which subsection (a)(1) applies with re-
spect to such class of stock for all preceding 
calendar years. 
‘‘SEC. 284. SPECIAL RULES FOR CREDITS AND RE-

FUNDS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—No overpayment of an 

applicable income tax may be allowed as a 
credit or refund to the extent that the over-
payment exceeds the sum of—

‘‘(1) the aggregate applicable income taxes 
for the calendar year in which the credit or 
refund would otherwise be allowed or made, 
and 

‘‘(2) an amount equal to the lesser of—
‘‘(A) the product of the corporation’s ex-

cludable dividend amount for such calendar 
year and the fraction the numerator of 
which is the highest rate of tax specified in 
section 11 (within the meaning of section 
281(c)(4)) and the denominator of which is 1 
minus such highest rate, or 

‘‘(B) the amount specified by the corpora-
tion for purposes of this paragraph. 

‘‘(b) ADJUSTMENTS TO EXCLUDABLE DIVI-
DEND AMOUNTS RESULTING FROM CREDITS AND 
REFUNDS.—If subsection (a) applies to any 
credit or refund which is allowed or made in 
a calendar year—

‘‘(1) the applicable income taxes described 
in subsection (a)(1) otherwise taken into ac-
count under section 281 for determining the 
excludable dividend amount for the suc-
ceeding calendar year shall be reduced (but 
not below zero) by the amount of the credit 
or refund, and 

‘‘(2) the excludable dividend amount for 
the calendar year shall be reduced by the ex-
cess of—

‘‘(A) the amount determined under sub-
section (a)(2) divided by the highest rate of 
tax specified in section 11, over 

‘‘(B) the amount determined under sub-
section (a)(2). 

‘‘(c) DISALLOWED OVERPAYMENT NOT 
LOST.—Nothing in subsection (a) shall be 
construed to reduce the amount of any over-
payment for which credit or refund is not al-
lowed by reason of subsection (a), and such 
overpayment shall continue to be taken into 
account in applying subsection (a) for suc-
ceeding calendar years until a credit or re-
fund is allowed or made. 

‘‘(d) EXCEPTION FOR FOREIGN TAX CREDIT.—
This section shall not apply to any overpay-
ment to the extent that such overpayment is 
attributable to the credit allowed under sec-
tion 27(a). 

‘‘(e) DENIAL OF INTEREST.—No interest 
shall be allowed on any overpayment during 
the period that credit or refund of such over-
payment is not allowed by reason of this sec-
tion. 
‘‘SEC. 285. SPECIAL RULES FOR FOREIGN COR-

PORATIONS AND SHAREHOLDERS. 
‘‘(a) COMPUTATION OF EXCLUDABLE DIVI-

DEND AMOUNTS OF FOREIGN CORPORATIONS.—
‘‘(1) REDUCTION IN EXCLUDABLE DIVIDEND 

AMOUNT FOR CERTAIN TAXES.—The reduction 
under section 281(b)(1)(B) (without regard to 
this subparagraph) shall be increased by the 
sum of—

‘‘(A) the taxes imposed by section 884 (re-
lating to branch profits tax), and 

‘‘(B) so much of the taxes imposed by sec-
tion 881 as are attributable to dividends 
which would (but for subsection (b)) be ex-
cludable under section 116 or are attributable 
to distributions which are described in sec-
tion 283(a). 

‘‘(2) TREATMENT OF DISALLOWED EXCLUSIONS 
AND ADJUSTMENTS.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (b)—

‘‘(A) the excludable dividend amount of a 
foreign corporation for a calendar year shall 
be increased by—

‘‘(i) the dividends received by the corpora-
tion which (but for subsection (b)) would be 
excludable under section 116(a), and 

‘‘(ii) the distributions received by such cor-
poration during such year which are de-
scribed in section 283(a), and 

‘‘(B) the earnings and profits of a foreign 
corporation—

‘‘(i) shall be increased by the amount de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)(ii), and 

‘‘(ii) shall not be increased by any excess 
described in section 116(b) allocated to such 
corporation for which an increase in basis is 
not allowed by reason of subsection (b)(2).

‘‘(b) TAXATION OF FOREIGN SHARE-
HOLDERS.—In the case of a shareholder who 
is a nonresident alien individual or a foreign 
corporation—

‘‘(1) no dividends shall be excludable under 
section 116(a), 

‘‘(2) there shall be no increase in basis for 
any excess described in section 116(b) allo-
cated to such individual or corporation 
under section 282, and 

‘‘(3) any distribution described in section 
283 shall be treated as a dividend for pur-
poses of sections 871 and 881 and chapter 3. 

‘‘(c) RULES RELATING TO FOREIGN TAX 
CREDIT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No credit shall be al-
lowed under section 901 for any taxes paid or 
accrued (or deemed paid under section 902 or 
960) with respect to any dividend excludable 
under section 116 and any distribution de-
scribed in section 283(a). 

‘‘(2) EXCLUDABLE DIVIDEND AMOUNT.—The 
excludable dividend amount of a corporation 
for any calendar year shall be determined 
without regard to a reduction in the credit 
allowed by section 27(a) on an applicable re-
turn for a prior calendar year. 
‘‘SEC. 286. OTHER SPECIAL RULES. 

‘‘(a) REDEMPTIONS.—If a corporation makes 
a distribution to a shareholder during any 

calendar year with respect to its stock and 
section 301 does not apply to such distribu-
tion, the excludable dividend amount for the 
calendar year, and the cumulative retained 
earnings basis adjustment amount as of the 
beginning of the calendar year in which the 
distribution is made, shall be reduced by the 
ratable share of such amounts attributable 
to the stock so redeemed. 

‘‘(b) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 246(C).—
‘‘(1) HOLDING PERIOD REQUIREMENTS.—If a 

shareholder disposes of any share of stock 
before the holding period requirements of 
section 246(c) are met—

‘‘(A) the basis of such share shall be re-
duced by the amount of dividends received 
with respect to such share which are exclud-
able under section 116(a), and 

‘‘(B) there shall be no increase in basis for 
any excess described in section 116(b) allo-
cated to the shareholder of such stock under 
section 282. 

‘‘(2) RELATED PAYMENTS.—No deduction 
shall be allowed under this chapter for any 
related payments described in section 
246(c)(1)(B) with respect to any dividend ex-
cludable under section 116(a) or basis in-
crease under section 116(b) with respect to 
any share of stock to the extent that such 
payments do not exceed the amount of such 
dividend or basis increase. 

‘‘(3) TREATMENT OF DISALLOWED EXCLUSIONS 
AND ADJUSTMENTS.—The excludable dividend 
amount of any corporation for a calendar 
year, and its earnings and profits, shall not 
be increased by—

‘‘(A) the dividends received by the corpora-
tion which are excludable under section 
116(a) and which resulted in a basis reduction 
under paragraph (1)(A), and 

‘‘(B) the aggregate increases in basis which 
(but for paragraph (1)(B)) would be made in 
stock held by the corporation. 

‘‘(c) TREATMENT OF REGULATED INVESTMENT 
COMPANIES AND REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT 
TRUSTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
regulations, the excludable dividend amount 
of a regulated investment company or real 
estate investment trust shall be zero. 

‘‘(2) CROSS REFERENCE.—

‘‘For special rules relating to application of 
this part to regulated investment companies 
and real estate investment trusts, see section 
852(g).

‘‘(d) EXCLUSION AND BASIS ALLOCATION RE-
DUCED WHERE PORTFOLIO STOCK HELD BY COR-
PORATION IS DEBT-FINANCED.—

‘‘(1) TREATMENT OF EXCLUDABLE DIVIDEND.—
In the case of any debt-financed portfolio 
stock (within the meaning of section 246A), 
the amount excluded under section 116(a) 
with respect to any dividend received with 
respect to such stock shall be an amount 
equal to the product of—

‘‘(A) the amount which would be excluded 
under section 116(a) without regard to this 
paragraph, and 

‘‘(B) 100 percent minus the average indebt-
edness percentage (within the meaning of 
section 246A(d)). 

‘‘(2) TREATMENT OF BASIS INCREASE.—In the 
case of any debt-financed portfolio stock 
(within the meaning of section 246A) with re-
spect to which there is an increase in basis 
under section 116(b) during any taxable year, 
the gross income of the taxpayer shall be in-
creased by an amount equal to the product 
of—

‘‘(A) the amount of the increase under sec-
tion 116(b), and 

‘‘(B) the average indebtedness percentage 
(within the meaning of section 246A(d)). 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION.—The aggregate amount of 
reductions under paragraph (1) and increases 
in gross income under paragraph (2) with re-
spect to any debt-financed portfolio stock 
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shall not exceed the amount of interest de-
duction (including any deductible short sale 
expense) allocable to such stock. 

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF INCREASE IN GROSS IN-
COME.—The excludable dividend amount of a 
corporation for a calendar year shall not be 
increased by reason of any increase in gross 
income under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(5) EXCEPTION.—This subsection shall not 
apply to any dividend described in paragraph 
(1) or (2) of section 246A(b). 

‘‘(e) COOPERATIVES.—In the case of a coop-
erative to which subchapter T applies—

‘‘(1) the excludable dividend amount of 
such cooperative shall be allocated for pur-
poses of section 116 and this part between 
shares of such cooperative held by patrons 
and shares held by other persons in such 
manner as the Secretary shall prescribe by 
regulations, and 

‘‘(2) no deduction shall be allowed to the 
cooperative under this chapter for any divi-
dend paid to a patron which is excludable 
under section 116(a) or for any distribution 
described in section 283(a) which reduced the 
basis of stock held by the cooperative under 
section 301(c)(2). 

‘‘(f) ESOP STOCK.—Any dividend allowed as 
a deduction under section 404(k) shall not be 
treated as a dividend for purposes of section 
116 and this part, and any stock with respect 
to which such a dividend may be paid shall 
not be taken into account in making any al-
location under 282 or any distribution de-
scribed in section 283(a). 
‘‘SEC. 287. REGULATIONS. 

‘‘The Secretary shall prescribe such regu-
lations as may be appropriate to carry out 
section 116 and this part, including regula-
tions—

‘‘(1) providing for the treatment of options 
and convertible debt as stock, including 
modification of the attribution rules under 
section 318(a)(4), 

‘‘(2) providing for the allocation of the ex-
cludable dividend amount and the cumu-
lative retained earnings basis adjustment 
amount in the case of transactions described 
in section 312(h), 

‘‘(3) waiving the application of section 
246(c)(4) for purposes of sections 286(b) and 
1059(g), 

‘‘(4) modifying the consolidated return reg-
ulations to the extent necessary or appro-
priate to apply the provisions of this part, 
including regulations that accelerate the in-
clusion in the excludable dividend amount of 
a higher-tier member with respect to—

‘‘(A) activities of lower-tier members of 
the group, 

‘‘(B) dividends excludable under section 
116(a) received from such lower-tier mem-
bers, and 

‘‘(C) increases in basis allocated under sec-
tion 282 to stock in such lower-tier members, 

‘‘(5) providing for the application of section 
116 and this part in the case of pass-thru en-
tities, including appropriate adjustments to 
basis, and 

‘‘(6) as are necessary to further the pur-
poses of section 116 and this part and to pre-
vent the circumvention of such purposes.
Any regulations under paragraph (4) may be 
effective as of the effective date of this 
part.’’

(b) REPORTING OF EXCLUDABLE DIVIDENDS 
AND RETAINED EARNINGS BASIS ADJUST-
MENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 6042(a) (relating 
to returns regarding payments of dividends 
and corporate earnings and profits) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT OF REPORTING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Every person—
‘‘(A) who makes payments of dividends ag-

gregating $10 or more to any other person 
during any calendar year, 

‘‘(B) who allocates under section 282 in-
creases in basis of stock in a corporation ag-
gregating $10 or more to any other person 
during any calendar year, 

‘‘(C) who makes distributions described in 
section 283(a) aggregating $10 or more to any 
other person during any calendar year, or 

‘‘(D) who receives such payments of divi-
dends, allocations of increases in basis, or 
distributions as a nominee and who makes 
payments or allocates increases aggregating 
$10 or more during any calendar year to any 
other person with respect to the dividends, 
allocations, or distributions received,

shall make a return at the time and in the 
manner prescribed by the Secretary, setting 
forth the information described in paragraph 
(3). 

‘‘(2) RETURNS REQUIRED BY SECRETARY.—
Every person who makes payments of divi-
dends, allocations under section 282, or dis-
tributions described in section 283(a) to 
which paragraph (1) does not apply shall, 
when required by the Secretary, make a re-
turn setting forth the information described 
in paragraph (3). 

‘‘(3) INFORMATION REPORTED.—Information 
described in this paragraph includes—

‘‘(A) the aggregate amount of dividends, 
including the portion of such amount exclud-
able from gross income under section 116(a), 

‘‘(B) the amount of each allocation of basis 
under section 282 with respect to each share 
of stock and the date of such increase, 

‘‘(C) the amount of each distribution de-
scribed in section 283(a), including the por-
tion of such amount to which paragraph (2) 
or (3) of section 301(c) applies and the date of 
such distribution, and 

‘‘(D) such other information as the Sec-
retary may require.

In the case of a nominee described in para-
graph (1)(D), this paragraph shall apply with 
respect to the payments and allocations 
made by the nominee.’’ 

(2) APPLICATION TO FOREIGN PERSONS.—Sec-
tion 6042 is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(e) APPLICATION TO FOREIGN PERSONS.—
The Secretary may provide for the applica-
tion of this section to payments, allocations, 
and distributions made by or to a foreign 
person to the extent necessary to carry out 
the provisions of section 116 and part X of 
subchapter B of chapter 1.’’

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 6042(b)(3) is amended by strik-

ing ‘‘or (B)’’ and inserting ‘‘or (D)’’. 
(B) Section 6042(c)(2) is amended to read as 

follows: 
‘‘(2) the information described in sub-

section (a)(3) required to be shown on the re-
turn.’’

(c) AMENDMENTS TO OTHER SECTIONS.—
(1) MINIMUM TAX.—Clause (i) of section 

56(g)(4)(B) is amended by striking ‘‘or under 
section 114’’ and inserting ‘‘, section 114, or 
section 116’’. 

(2) COORDINATION WITH DIVIDEND RECEIVED 
DEDUCTIONS.—

(A) Section 246 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(f) COORDINATION WITH DIVIDEND EXCLU-
SION.—No deduction shall be allowed under 
section 243, 244, or 245 with respect to the 
amount of any dividend excluded from gross 
income under section 116 or would be so ex-
cluded but for sections 285(b)(1) and 286(d).’’

(B) Section 243 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(f) TERMINATION.—Paragraph (1) of sub-
section (a) shall not apply to any dividend—

‘‘(1) paid from earnings and profits accu-
mulated in taxable years ending after April 
1, 2001, 

‘‘(2) made with respect to stock issued 
after February 2, 2003, or 

‘‘(3) received by a corporation after Decem-
ber 31, 2005.’’

(3) CARRYOVERS IN CERTAIN CORPORATION 
ACQUISITIONS.—Section 381(c) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(27) EDA AND CREBAA.—The acquiring cor-
poration shall take into account (to the ex-
tent proper to carry out the purposes of this 
section, section 116, and part X of subchapter 
B, and under such regulation as may be pre-
scribed by the Secretary) the excludable div-
idend amount and the cumulative retained 
earnings basis adjustment amount in respect 
of the distributor or transferor.’’

(4) TRUSTS AND ESTATES.—Subsection (a) of 
section 643 is amended—

(A) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (8) and by inserting after paragraph (6) 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(7) DIVIDENDS, ETC.—There shall be in-
cluded the amount of any dividends excluded 
from gross income under section 116 and the 
amount of any distribution described in sec-
tion 283.’’, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘and (6)’’ in the last sen-
tence and inserting ‘‘, (6), and (7)’’. 

(5) PARTNERSHIPS.—
(A) Paragraph (5) of section 702(a) is 

amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(5) dividends with respect to which there 

is an exclusion under section 116 or a deduc-
tion under part VIII of subchapter B,’’. 

(B) Section 705(a)(1) is amended by striking 
‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph (B), by 
striking the semicolon at the end of subpara-
graph (C) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by add-
ing at the end the following new subpara-
graph: 

‘‘(D) increases in basis under section 116(b) 
allocated to the partnership;’’. 

(6) EXTRAORDINARY DIVIDENDS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 1059 is amended 

by redesignating subsection (g) as subsection
(h) and by inserting after subsection (f) the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(g) TREATMENT OF EXCLUDABLE DIVIDENDS 
AND RETAINED EARNINGS BASIS ADJUSTMENTS 
AS EXTRAORDINARY DIVIDENDS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, any dividend excludable under section 
116(a) or increase in basis under section 
116(b) shall be treated as an extraordinary 
dividend, except that this section shall be 
applied by substituting ‘1 year (or such other 
period as the Secretary may prescribe)’ for ‘2 
years’ each place it appears. 

‘‘(2) TREATMENT OF DEEMED EXTRAORDINARY 
DIVIDENDS.—The excludable dividend amount 
of any corporation for a calendar year, and 
its earnings and profits, shall not be in-
creased by—

‘‘(A) the dividends received by the corpora-
tion which are treated as extraordinary divi-
dends by reason of paragraph (1), and 

‘‘(B) the aggregate increases in basis under 
section 116(b) which are so treated. 

‘‘(3) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may by 
regulation provide for exceptions to the ap-
plication of paragraph (1).’’

(B) Paragraph (3) of section 1059(d) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘section 1223(11) shall 
not apply and’’ after ‘‘subsection (a),’’. 

(C)(i) Section 1059 is amended by striking 
‘‘corporation’’ each place it appears in sub-
section (a) and inserting ‘‘taxpayer’’. 

(ii) The section heading for section 1059 is 
amended by striking ‘‘corporate’’ and by in-
serting ‘‘and excludable’’ before ‘‘dividends’’. 

(iii) The item relating to section 1059 in 
the table of sections for part IV of sub-
chapter O of chapter 1 is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘corporate’’ and by inserting ‘‘and ex-
cludable’’ before ‘‘dividends’’. 

(7) PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS.—Section 4940(c) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 
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‘‘(6) COORDINATION WITH DIVIDEND EXCLU-

SION.—For purposes of this section, gross in-
vestment income shall not include—

‘‘(A) a dividend to the extent excluded 
from gross income under section 116(a), and 

‘‘(B) a distribution described in section 
283.’’

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1)(A) Part X of subchapter B of chapter 1, 

as in effect on the day before the date of the 
enactment of this Act, is hereby moved after 
part XI of such subchapter B and redesig-
nated as part XII. 

(B) Section 281, as so in effect, is redesig-
nated as section 296. 

(C) The table of sections for such part XII, 
as so designated, is amended by striking 
‘‘Sec. 281’’ and inserting ‘‘Sec. 296.’’

(D) The table of parts for subchapter B of 
chapter 1 is amended by striking the items 
relating to parts X and XI and inserting the 
following new items:

‘‘Part X. Rules for application of dividend 
exclusion and retained earnings 
basis adjustments. 

‘‘Part XI. Special rules relating to corporate 
preference items. 

‘‘Part XII. Terminal railroad corporations 
and their shareholders.’’

(2) Subsection (f) of section 301 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(4) For exclusion from gross income of 
certain dividends, see section 116.’’
SEC. 203. TREATMENT OF REGULATED INVEST-

MENT COMPANIES AND REAL ES-
TATE INVESTMENT TRUSTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 852 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(g) SPECIAL RULES RELATING TO SECTION 
116 AND PART X OF SUBCHAPTER B.—

‘‘(1) EXCLUDABLE PORTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 

116(a), the excludable portion of any dividend 
paid by any qualified investment entity shall 
be the amount so designated by such entity 
in a written notice mailed to its share-
holders not later than 60 days after the close 
of its taxable year in which such dividend is 
paid. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—If the aggregate amount 
so designated with respect to a taxable year 
(including dividends paid after the close of 
the taxable year as described in section 855) 
exceeds the aggregate amount of dividends 
received by such entity during such year 
which are excludable from gross income 
under section 116(a), then the amount of a 
dividend otherwise excludable by reason of a 
designation under subparagraph (A) shall be 
reduced by an amount which bears the same 
ratio to the amount otherwise excludable as 
such excess bears to the total amount des-
ignated under subparagraph (A).

‘‘(C) TREATMENT OF CAPITAL GAIN AND EX-
EMPT-INTEREST DIVIDENDS.—Any amount des-
ignated under subparagraph (A) as exclud-
able under section 116 may not be treated as 
a capital gain dividend or an exempt-interest 
dividend. 

‘‘(D) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 853.—The 
election under section 853 shall not apply to 
dividends excludable under section 116 and 
distributions described in section 283(a) re-
ceived by a qualified investment entity. 

‘‘(2) RETAINED EARNINGS BASIS ADJUST-
MENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A qualified investment 
entity may allocate any increase in basis al-
located to the entity under section 282 to 
shares of stock in the entity at 1 or more 
times during the taxable year in the manner 
and the time prescribed in paragraphs (2) and 
(3) of section 282(b). 

‘‘(B) DESIGNATION.—For purposes of section 
116(b), the increase in basis allocated to any 

share of stock in the entity shall be the 
amount so designated by such entity in a 
written notice mailed to its shareholders not 
later than 60 days after the close of its tax-
able year in which such allocation is made. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION.—Rules similar to the 
rules of paragraph (1)(B) shall apply to 
amounts allocated under this paragraph. 

‘‘(D) SHAREHOLDER TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS 
DESIGNATED.—Shareholders of such entity 
who receive an allocation under this para-
graph from such entity shall take into ac-
count such allocation as if it were an alloca-
tion under section 282. 

‘‘(E) EARNINGS AND PROFITS.—Earnings and 
profits of the entity making such an alloca-
tion shall be adjusted in the same manner as 
provided in section 282(c). 

‘‘(3) CERTAIN DISTRIBUTIONS AFTER PRE-
VIOUS RETAINED EARNINGS BASIS ADJUST-
MENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If any qualified invest-
ment entity receives during any taxable year 
distributions described in section 283(a) 
which reduced the basis of stock held by 
such entity under section 301(c)(2), the entity 
may designate any distributions described in 
section 301(a) made by such entity in such 
taxable year which are not excludable under 
section 116(a) (after the application of para-
graph (1)) as distributions described in sec-
tion 283(a). Such designations shall be made 
in a written notice mailed to its share-
holders not later than 60 days after the close 
of its taxable year in which such distribution 
is made. 

‘‘(B) LIMITATION.—If the aggregate amount 
so designated with respect to a taxable year 
(including distributions paid after the close 
of the taxable year as provided in section 
855(e)) exceeds the aggregate distributions 
described in section 283(a) which reduced the 
basis of stock held by such entity under sec-
tion 301(c)(2) for such taxable year, then the 
amount of a distribution otherwise treated 
as a distribution described in section 283(a) 
by reason of a designation under subpara-
graph (A) shall be reduced by an amount 
which bears the same ratio to the amount 
otherwise so treated as such excess bears to 
the total amount designated under subpara-
graph (A). 

‘‘(C) SHAREHOLDER TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS 
DESIGNATED.—Shareholders of such entity 
who receive a distribution from such entity 
which is designated under this paragraph 
shall treat such distribution as a distribu-
tion described in section 283(a). 

‘‘(D) TREATMENT OF CAPITAL GAIN AND EX-
EMPT-INTEREST DIVIDENDS.—Any distribution 
designated under subparagraph (A) may not 
be treated as a capital gain dividend or an 
exempt-interest dividend. 

‘‘(E) ADJUSTMENTS.—No adjustment shall 
be made in the earnings and profits of a 
qualified investment entity with respect to a 
distribution by such entity which is des-
ignated under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(4) COORDINATION WITH DIVIDENDS PAID DE-
DUCTION.—No allocation or distribution des-
ignated under paragraph (2) or (3) shall be 
treated as a dividend for purposes of section 
561. 

‘‘(5) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section—

‘‘(A) QUALIFIED INVESTMENT ENTITY.—The 
term ‘qualified investment entity’ means—

‘‘(i) a regulated investment company, and 
‘‘(ii) a real estate investment trust.
‘‘(B) EXEMPT-INTEREST DIVIDEND.—The 

term ‘exempt-interest dividend’ has the 
meaning given to such term by subsection 
(b)(5).’’

(b) OTHER RULES RELATING TO REGULATED 
INVESTMENT COMPANIES.—

(1) DISTRIBUTION REQUIREMENTS.—
(A) Clause (i) of section 852(a)(1)(B) is 

amended by inserting ‘‘and its dividend in-

come excludable under section 116(a),’’ before 
‘‘over’’. 

(B) Section 852(a) is amended by striking 
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (1), by redesig-
nating paragraph (2) as paragraph (3), and by 
inserting after paragraph (1) the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) 90 percent of the distributions de-
scribed in section 283(a)—

‘‘(A) which are received by such company 
during the taxable year, and 

‘‘(B) which reduce under section 301(c)(2) 
the basis of stock held by such company, 
are distributed during such year under sub-
section (g)(3)(A), and’’. 

(C) Section 855 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(e) DISTRIBUTION OF PREVIOUSLY RETAINED 
EARNINGS BASIS ADJUSTMENTS.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of the preceding provisions of 
this section shall apply to distributions de-
scribed in section 852(g)(3)(A).’’

(2) TAXATION OF ENTITY AND SHARE-
HOLDERS.—

(A) The material following paragraph (3) of 
section 851(b) is amended—

(i) by inserting ‘‘, dividends excludable 
from gross income under section 116(a), and 
distributions described in section 283(a) 
which reduce the basis of stock under section 
301(c)(2)’’ after ‘‘103(a)’’ in the third sentence, 
and 

(ii) by adding at the end the following new 
sentence: ‘‘For purposes of paragraph (2), dis-
tributions described in section 283(a) which 
reduce the basis of stock under section 
301(c)(2) shall be treated as dividends.’’

(B) Section 852(b)(2)(D) is amended by 
striking ‘‘and exempt-interest dividends’’ 
and inserting ‘‘, exempt-interest dividends, 
and any dividends excludable under section 
116(a)’’. 

(C) Subparagraph (B) of section 852(b)(4) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) LOSS ATTRIBUTABLE TO EXEMPT DIVI-
DENDS.—If—

‘‘(i) a shareholder of a regulated invest-
ment company receives an exempt-interest 
dividend, a dividend excludable under section 
116(a), or an allocation under subsection 
(g)(2), with respect to any share, and 

‘‘(ii) such share is held by the taxpayer for 
6 months or less, 
then any loss on the sale or exchange of such 
share shall, to the extent of the sum of the 
amounts of such dividends and allocations, 
be disallowed.’’

(D) Paragraph (3) of section 4982(c) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A), by striking the period at the 
end of subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘, 
and’’, and by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) any dividend excludable from gross in-
come under section 116(a).’’

(c) OTHER RULES RELATING TO REAL ESTATE 
INVESTMENT TRUSTS.—

(1) DISTRIBUTION REQUIREMENTS.—
(A) Subparagraph (A) of section 857(a)(1) is 

amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
clause (i), by striking ‘‘minus’’ at the end of 
clause (ii), and by inserting at the end the 
following new clause: 

‘‘(iii) 90 percent of its dividend income ex-
cludable under section 116(a); minus’’

(B) Subsection (a) of section 857 is amended 
by redesignating paragraph (2) as paragraph 
(3) and by inserting after paragraph (1) the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(2) 90 percent of the distributions de-
scribed in section 283(a)—

‘‘(A) which are received by such trust dur-
ing the taxable year, and 

‘‘(B) which reduce under section 301(c)(2) 
the basis of stock held by such trust, 
are distributed during such year under sub-
section (g)(3)(A); and’’. 
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(C) Section 858 is amended by adding at the 

end the following new subsection:
‘‘(d) DISTRIBUTION OF PREVIOUSLY RETAINED 

EARNINGS BASIS ADJUSTMENTS.—Rules simi-
lar to the rules of the preceding provisions of 
this section shall apply to distributions de-
scribed in section 852(g)(3).’’

(2) TAXATION OF ENTITY AND SHARE-
HOLDERS.—

(A)(i) Section 856(c)(2) is amended—
(I) by inserting ‘‘(including dividends ex-

cludable from gross income under section 
116(a)) and distributions described in section 
283(a) which reduce the basis of stock under 
section 301(c)(2)’’ after ‘‘dividends’’ in sub-
paragraph (A), and 

(II) by inserting ‘‘(including tax-exempt in-
terest)’’ after ‘‘interest’’ in subparagraph 
(B). 

(ii) Section 856(c) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(8) GROSS INCOME TESTS.—For purposes of 
paragraphs (2) and (3), gross income shall be 
treated as including tax-exempt interest, 
dividends excludable from gross income 
under section 116(a), and distributions de-
scribed in section 283(a) which reduce the 
basis of stock under section 301(c)(2).’’

(B) Section 857(b)(2)(B) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘ or any dividends paid which are ex-
cludable under section 116(a)’’ after ‘‘sub-
paragraph (D)’’. 

(C) Section 857(b) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(10) LOSS ATTRIBUTABLE TO EXEMPT DIVI-
DENDS.—If—

‘‘(A) a shareholder of a real estate invest-
ment trust receives a dividend excludable 
under section 116(a) or an allocation under 
section 852(g)(2) with respect to any share, 
and 

‘‘(B) such share is held by the taxpayer for 
6 months or less, 
then any loss on the sale or exchange of such 
share shall, to the extent of the sum of the 
amounts of such dividends and allocations, 
be disallowed.’’

(D) Subsection (g) of section 857 is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(g) CROSS REFERENCES.—
‘‘(1) For provisions relating to excise tax 

based on certain real estate investment trust 
taxable income not distributed during the 
taxable year, see section 4981. 

‘‘(2) For special rules relating to applica-
tion of dividend exclusion and retained earn-
ings basis adjustments, see section 852(g).’’

(E) Paragraph (1) of section 4981(c) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (A), by striking the period at the 
end of subparagraph (B) and inserting ‘‘, 
and’’, and by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) any dividend excludable from gross in-
come under section 116(a).’’
SEC. 204. TREATMENT OF INSURANCE COMPA-

NIES. 
(a) LIFE INSURANCE COMPANIES.—
(1) Section 803 is amended by adding at the 

end the following new subsection: 
‘‘(c) SPECIAL RULES FOR EXCLUDABLE DIVI-

DENDS AND RETAINED EARNINGS BASIS AD-
JUSTMENTS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The exclusion under sec-
tion 116(a) with respect to any dividend re-
ceived by a life insurance company shall 
only apply to such company’s share (as de-
termined under section 812) of such dividend. 

‘‘(2) RETAINED EARNINGS BASIS ADJUST-
MENTS.—In the case of any increase in basis 
under section 116(b) allocated under section 
282 to stock held by a life insurance com-
pany—

‘‘(A) the life insurance company’s and pol-
icyholders’ shares of such allocation shall be 
determined in accordance with section 812 in 
the same manner as if it were a dividend, and 

‘‘(B) life insurance company gross income 
of such company shall be increased by the 
policyholders’ share of such allocation. 

‘‘(3) RULES FOR SEGREGATED ASSET AC-
COUNTS.—In the case of stock held in a seg-
regated asset account (within the meaning of 
section 817), this subsection shall be applied 
as if the policyholders’ share of the exclud-
able portion of any dividend, or any increase 
in basis under section 116(b), with respect to 
such stock were 100 percent. 

‘‘(4) COMPUTATION OF EXCLUDABLE DIVIDEND 
AMOUNT.—In the case of a life insurance com-
pany, the increase under clause (ii) or (iii) of 
section 281(b)(1)(A) in the company’s exclud-
able dividend amount shall be limited to the 
company’s share (as determined under sec-
tion 812) of the dividends or increases in 
basis described in either such clause.’’

(2) Section 812(d)(1)(A) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘(including dividends excludable 
under section 116(a))’’ after ‘‘dividends’’. 

(3) Section 815(c)(2)(A)(iii) is amended by 
adding ‘‘,the amount of dividends excludable 
under section 116(a) (as modified by section 
803(c)(1)), and the amount of basis increase 
under section 116(b) (as modified by section 
803(c)(2))’’ after ‘‘section 103’’. 

(b) OTHER INSURANCE COMPANIES.—
(1) Section 832(b)(5)(B) is amended by strik-

ing ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (ii), by strik-
ing the period at the end of clause (iii) and 
inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding after clause 
(iii) the following new clause: 

‘‘(iv) any dividend excludable under section 
116(a) which is received during such taxable 
year and any increase in basis under section 
116(b) which is allocated under section 282 to 
such company during such taxable year.’’

(2) Section 832(c) is amended by striking 
‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (12), by strik-
ing the period at the end of paragraph (13) 
and inserting ‘‘; and’’, and by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(14) the amount of dividends received dur-
ing the taxable year which are excluded from 
gross income under section 116(a).’’

(3) Section 833(b)(3)(E) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause 

(i), by striking the period at the end of 
clause (ii) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by in-
serting after clause (ii) the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(iii) the aggregate amount excluded for 
the taxable year under section 116(a).’’, and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘The amount determined under clause (iii) 
shall be reduced by the amount of any de-
crease in such deductions for the taxable 
year by reason of section 832(b)(5)(B) to the 
extent such decrease is attributable to the 
exclusion under section 116(a).’’

(4) Section 834(c) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(10) EXCLUDABLE DIVIDENDS.—The amount 
of dividends received during the taxable year 
which are excluded from gross income under 
section 116(a).’’
SEC. 205. TREATMENT OF S CORPORATIONS. 

(a) BASIS ADJUSTMENTS RELATING TO DIVI-
DENDS.—Section 1367(a)(1) is amended by 
striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph 
(B), by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (C) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by 
adding at the end the following new subpara-
graph: 

‘‘(D) increases in basis under section 116(b) 
allocated to the S corporation.’’. 

(b) APPLICATION OF SECTION 116 AND PART X 
OF SUBCHAPTER B TO S CORPORATIONS.—Sec-
tion 1368 is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subsection: 

‘‘(f) COORDINATION WITH DIVIDEND EXCLU-
SION AND RETAINED EARNINGS BASIS ADJUST-
MENTS.—

‘‘(1) DETERMINATION OF EXCLUDED DIVI-
DENDS AMOUNT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Clauses (ii) and (iii) of 
section 281(b)(1)(A) shall not apply to 
amounts received or allocated in a taxable 
year for which the corporation is an S cor-
poration. 

‘‘(B) CROSS REFERENCE.—

‘‘For treatment of taxes imposed by section 
1374, see section 281(d)(1).

‘‘(2) DISTRIBUTIONS.—Subject to regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary, the pre-
ceding provisions of this section shall not 
apply to any dividend excludable from gross 
income under section 116(a) and any distribu-
tion described in section 283(a).’’

(c) MODIFICATION TO TREATMENT OF SECTION 
1374 TAX.—

(1) Paragraph (2) of section 1366(f) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) TREATMENT OF TAX IMPOSED ON BUILT-
IN GAINS.—The amount of the items of the 
net recognized built-in-gain taken into ac-
count under section 1374(b)(1) (reduced by 
any deduction allowed under section 
1374(b)(2)) shall not be taken into account 
under this section.’’

(2)(A) Subsection (c) of section 1371 is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(B) EARNINGS AND PROFITS.—The accumu-
lated earnings and profits of the corporation 
shall be increased at the beginning of the 
taxable year by the amount not taken into 
account under section 1366 by reason of sec-
tion 1366(f)(2) (determined without regard 
any reduction of such amount under section 
1374(b)(2)) reduced by the tax imposed by sec-
tion 1374 (net of credits allowed).’’

(B) Paragraph (1) of section 1371(c) is 
amended by striking ‘‘and (3)’’ and inserting 
‘‘, (3), and (4)’’. 

(d) REPEAL OF TAX AND TERMINATION 
WHERE EXCESS PASSIVE INVESTMENT IN-
COME.—

(1) REPEAL OF TAX.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 1375 is repealed. 
(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections 

26(b)(2)(J) and 1366(f)(3) are repealed. 
(2) REPEAL OF TERMINATION.—Section 

1362(d) is amended by striking paragraph (3).
SEC. 206. REPEAL OF ACCUMULATED EARNINGS 

TAX AND PERSONAL HOLDING COM-
PANY TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Parts I and II of sub-
chapter G of chapter 1 (relating to corpora-
tions improperly accumulating surplus and 
to personal holding companies) are hereby 
repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 12 is amended by striking para-

graph (2) and by redesignating paragraphs 
(3), (4), (5), (6), and (7) as paragraphs (2), (3), 
(4), (5), and (6), respectively. 

(2) Section 26(b)(2) is amended by striking 
subparagraphs (F) and (G). 

(3) Section 30A(c) is amended by inserting 
‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph (1), by striking 
paragraphs (2) and (3), and by redesignating 
paragraph (4) as paragraph (2). 

(4) Section 41(e)(7)(E) is amended by adding 
‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (i), by striking 
clause (ii), and by redesignating clause (iii) 
as clause (ii). 

(5) Section 56(b)(2) is amended by striking 
subparagraph (C) and by redesignating sub-
paragraph (D) as subparagraph (C). 

(6) Section 111 is amended by striking sub-
section (d). 

(7) Section 170(e)(4)(D) is amended by add-
ing ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (i), by striking 
clause (ii), and by redesignating clause (iii) 
as clause (ii). 

(8) Sections 170(f)(10)(A), 508(d), 4947, and 
4948(c)(4) are each amended by striking 
‘‘545(b)(2),’’ each place it appears. 

(9)(A) Section 316(b) is amended by striking 
paragraph (2) and by redesignating para-
graph (3) as paragraph (2). 
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(B) Section 331(b) is amended by striking 

‘‘(other than a distribution referred to in 
paragraph (2)(B) of section 316(b))’’. 

(10) Section 341(d) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘section 544(a) (relating to 

personal holding companies)’’ and inserting 
‘‘section 465(f) (relating to constructive own-
ership rules)’’, and 

(B) by inserting before the period at the 
end of the next to the last sentence ‘‘and 
such paragraph (2) shall be applied by insert-
ing ‘or by or for his partner’ after ‘his fam-
ily’ ’’. 

(11) Section 381(c) is amended by striking 
paragraphs (14) and (17). 

(12) Section 443(e) is amended by striking 
paragraphs (1) and (2) and by redesignating 
paragraphs (3), (4), and (5) as paragraphs (1), 
(2), and (3), respectively. 

(13) Section 447(g)(4)(A) is amended by 
striking ‘‘other than—’’ and all that follows 
and inserting ‘‘other than an S corporation.’’

(14)(A) Section 465(a)(1)(B) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(B) a C corporation which is closely 
held,’’. 

(B) Section 465(a)(3) is amended to read as 
follows:

‘‘(3) CLOSELY HELD DETERMINATION.—For 
purposes of paragraph (1), a corporation is 
closely held if, at any time during the last 
half of the taxable year, more than 50 per-
cent in value of its outstanding stock is 
owned, directly or indirectly, by or for not 
more than 5 individuals. For purposes of this 
paragraph, an organization described in sec-
tion 401(a), 501(c)(17), or 509(a) or a portion of 
a trust permanently set aside or to be used 
exclusively for the purposes described in sec-
tion 642(c) shall be considered an individual.’’

(C) Section 465(c)(7)(B) is amended by 
striking clause (i) and by redesignating 
clauses (ii) and (iii) as clauses (i) and (ii), re-
spectively. 

(D) Section 465(c)(7)(G) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(G) LOSS OF 1 MEMBER OF AFFILIATED 
GROUP MAY NOT OFFSET INCOME OF PERSONAL 
SERVICE CORPORATION.—Nothing in this para-
graph shall permit any loss of a member of 
an affiliated group to be used as an offset 
against the income of any other member of 
such group which is a personal service cor-
poration (as defined in section 269A(b) but 
determined by substituting ‘5 percent’ for ‘10 
percent’ in section 269A(b)(2)).’’

(E) Section 465 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(f) CONSTRUCTIVE OWNERSHIP RULES.—For 
purposes of subsection (a)(3)—

‘‘(1) STOCK NOT OWNED BY INDIVIDUAL.—
Stock owned, directly or indirectly, by or for 
a corporation, partnership, estate, or trust 
shall be considered as being owned propor-
tionately by its shareholders, partners, or 
beneficiaries. 

‘‘(2) FAMILY OWNERSHIP.—An individual 
shall be considered as owning the stock 
owned, directly or indirectly, by or for his 
family. For purposes of this paragraph, the 
family of an individual includes only his 
brothers and sisters (whether by the whole or 
half blood), spouse, ancestors, and lineal de-
scendants. 

‘‘(3) OPTIONS.—If any person has an option 
to acquire stock, such stock shall be consid-
ered as owned by such person. For purposes 
of this paragraph, an option to acquire such 
an option, and each one of a series of such 
options, shall be considered as an option to 
acquire such stock. 

‘‘(4) APPLICATION OF FAMILY AND OPTION 
RULES.—Paragraphs (2) and (3) shall be ap-
plied if, but only if, the effect is to make the 
corporation closely held under subsection 
(a)(3). 

‘‘(5) CONSTRUCTIVE OWNERSHIP AS ACTUAL 
OWNERSHIP.—Stock constructively owned by 

a person by reason of the application of para-
graph (1) or (3), shall, for purposes of apply-
ing paragraph (1) or (2), be treated as actu-
ally owned by such person; but stock con-
structively owned by an individual by reason 
of the application of paragraph (2) shall not 
be treated as owned by him for purposes of 
again applying such paragraph in order to 
make another the constructive owner of such 
stock. 

‘‘(6) OPTION RULE IN LIEU OF FAMILY RULE.—
If stock may be considered as owned by an 
individual under either paragraph (2) or (3) it 
shall be considered as owned by him under 
paragraph (3). 

‘‘(7) CONVERTIBLE SECURITIES.—Outstanding 
securities convertible into stock (whether or 
not convertible during the taxable year) 
shall be considered as outstanding stock if 
the effect of the inclusion of all such securi-
ties is to make the corporation closely held 
under subsection (a)(3). The requirement 
under the preceding sentence that all con-
vertible securities must be included if any 
are to be included shall be subject to the ex-
ception that, where some of the outstanding 
securities are convertible only after a later 
date than in the case of others, the class 
having the earlier conversion date may be 
included although the others are not in-
cluded, but no convertible securities shall be 
included unless all outstanding securities 
having a prior conversion date are also in-
cluded.’’

(15)(A) Section 553(a)(1) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 543(d)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (c)’’. 

(B) Section 553 is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection:

‘‘(c) ACTIVE BUSINESS COMPUTER SOFTWARE 
ROYALTIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a), the term ‘active business com-
puter software royalties’ means any royal-
ties—

‘‘(A) received by any corporation during 
the taxable year in connection with the li-
censing of computer software, and 

‘‘(B) with respect to which the require-
ments of paragraphs (2), (3), and (4) are met. 

‘‘(2) ROYALTIES MUST BE RECEIVED BY COR-
PORATION ACTIVELY ENGAGED IN COMPUTER 
SOFTWARE BUSINESS.—The requirements of 
this paragraph are met if the royalties de-
scribed in paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) are received by a corporation engaged 
in the active conduct of the trade or business 
of developing, manufacturing, or producing 
computer software, and 

‘‘(B) are attributable to computer software 
which—

‘‘(i) is developed, manufactured, or pro-
duced by such corporation (or its prede-
cessor) in connection with the trade or busi-
ness described in subparagraph (A), or 

‘‘(ii) is directly related to such trade or 
business. 

‘‘(3) ROYALTIES MUST CONSTITUTE AT LEAST 
50 PERCENT OF INCOME.—The requirements of 
this paragraph are met if the royalties de-
scribed in paragraph (1) constitute at least 50 
percent of the ordinary gross income of the 
corporation for the taxable year. 

‘‘(4) DEDUCTIONS UNDER SECTIONS 162 AND 174 
RELATING TO ROYALTIES MUST EQUAL OR EX-
CEED 25 PERCENT OF ORDINARY GROSS IN-
COME.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of 
this paragraph are met if—

‘‘(i) the sum of the deductions allowable to 
the corporation under sections 162, 174, and 
195 for the taxable year which are properly 
allocable to the trade or business described 
in paragraph (2) equals or exceeds 25 percent 
of the ordinary gross income of such corpora-
tion for such taxable year, or 

‘‘(ii) the average of such deductions for the 
5-taxable year period ending with such tax-

able year equals or exceeds 25 percent of the 
average ordinary gross income of such cor-
poration for such period. 
If a corporation has not been in existence 
during the 5-taxable year period described in 
clause (ii), then the period of existence of 
such corporation shall be substituted for 
such 5-taxable year period. 

‘‘(B) DEDUCTIONS ALLOWABLE UNDER SEC-
TION 162.—For purposes of subparagraph (A), a 
deduction shall not be treated as allowable 
under section 162 if it is specifically allow-
able under another section. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION ON ALLOWABLE DEDUC-
TIONS.—For purposes of subparagraph (A), no 
deduction shall be taken into account with 
respect to compensation for personal serv-
ices rendered by the 5 individual share-
holders holding the largest percentage (by 
value) of the outstanding stock of the cor-
poration. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence individuals holding less than 5 percent 
(by value) of the stock of such corporation 
shall not be taken into account.’’

(16) Section 556(b)(1) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘, but not including’’ and all that follows 
and inserting a period. 

(17) Section 561(a) is amended by striking 
paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and’’ at the end 
of paragraph (1), and by striking ‘‘, and’’ at 
the end of paragraph (2) and inserting a pe-
riod. 

(18) Section 562(b) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(b) DISTRIBUTIONS IN LIQUIDATION.—Ex-
cept in the case of a foreign personal holding 
company described in section 552—

‘‘(1) in the case of amounts distributed in 
liquidation, the part of such distribution 
which is properly chargeable to earnings and 
profits accumulated after February 28, 1913, 
shall be treated as a dividend for purposes of 
computing the dividends paid deduction, and 

‘‘(2) in the case of a complete liquidation 
occurring within 24 months after the adop-
tion of a plan of liquidation, any distribution 
within such period pursuant to such plan 
shall, to the extent of the earnings and prof-
its (computed without regard to capital 
losses) of the corporation for the taxable 
year in which such distribution is made, be 
treated as a dividend for purposes of com-
puting the dividends paid deduction. 
For purposes of paragraph (1), a liquidation 
includes a redemption of stock to which sec-
tion 302 applies. Except to the extent pro-
vided in regulations, the preceding sentence 
shall not apply in the case of any mere hold-
ing or investment company which is not a 
regulated investment company.’’

(19) Section 563 is amended by striking sub-
sections (a) and (b), by redesignating sub-
sections (c) and (d) as subsections (a) and (b), 
and by striking ‘‘, (b), or (c)’’ in subsection 
(b) (as so redesignated). 

(20) Section 564 is hereby repealed. 
(21) Section 631(c) is amended by striking 

the next to the last sentence and inserting 
the following: ‘‘This subsection shall have no 
application for purposes of applying sub-
chapter G (relating to corporations used to 
avoid income tax on shareholders).’’. 

(22) Section 852(b)(1) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘which is a personal holding company (as 
defined in section 542) or’’. 

(23)(A) Section 856(h)(1) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(6), a corporation, trust, or asso-
ciation is closely held if the stock ownership 
requirement of section 465(a)(3) is met.’’. 

(B) Section 856(h)(3)(A)(i) is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 542(a)(2)’’ and inserting 
‘‘section 465(a)(3)’’.

(C) Paragraph (3) of section 856(h) is 
amended by striking subparagraph (B) and 
by redesignating subparagraphs (C) and (D) 
as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respectively. 
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(D) Subparagraph (C) of section 856(h)(3), as 

redesignated by the preceding subparagraph, 
is amended by striking ‘‘subparagraph (C)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (B)’’. 

(24) The last sentence of section 882(c)(2) is 
amended to read as follows:
‘‘The preceding sentence shall not be con-
strued to deny the credit provided by section 
33 for tax withheld at source or the credit 
provided by section 34 for certain uses of gas-
oline.’’. 

(25) Section 936(a)(3) is amended by strik-
ing subparagraphs (B) and (C), by inserting 
‘‘or’’ at the end of subparagraph (A), and by 
redesignating subparagraph (D) as subpara-
graph (B). 

(26) Section 936 is amended by striking sub-
section (g). 

(27) Section 992(d) is amended by striking 
paragraph (2) and by redesignating para-
graphs (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7) as paragraphs 
(2), (3), (4), (5), and (6), respectively. 

(28) Section 992 is amended by striking sub-
section (e). 

(29) Section 1202(e)(8) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘section 543(d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
553(c)(1)’’. 

(30) Section 1298(b) is amended by striking 
paragraph (8) and redesignating paragraph 
(9) as paragraph (8). 

(31) Section 1504(c)(2)(B) is amended by 
adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (i), by 
striking clause (ii), and by redesignating 
clause (iii) as clause (ii). 

(32)(A) Section 1551(a) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or the accumulated earnings credit’’ 
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘unless 
such transferee corporation shall establish 
by the clear preponderance of the evidence 
that the securing of such benefits was not a 
major purpose of such transfer.’’. 

(B) The section heading for section 1551 is 
amended by striking ‘‘and accumulated earnings 
credit’’. 

(C) The item relating to section 1551 in the 
table of sections for part I of subchapter B of 
chapter 6 is amended by striking ‘‘and accu-
mulated earnings credit’’. 

(33)(A) Section 1561(a) is amended—
(i) by striking paragraph (2), 
(ii) by redesignating paragraphs (3) and (4) 

as paragraphs (2) and (3), 
(iii) by striking ‘‘paragraph (3)’’ each place 

it appears and inserting ‘‘paragraph (2)’’, 
(iv) by striking ‘‘paragraph (4)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘paragraph (3)’’, and 
(v) by striking the third sentence. 
(B) Section 1561(b) is amended to read as 

follows: 

‘‘(b) CERTAIN SHORT TAXABLE YEARS.—If a 
corporation has a short taxable year which 
does not include a December 31 and is a com-
ponent member of a controlled group of cor-
porations with respect to such taxable year, 
then for purposes of this subtitle, the 
amount in each taxable income bracket in 
the tax table in section 11(b) for such cor-
poration for such taxable year shall be the 
amount specified in subsection (a)(1), divided 
by the number of corporations which are 
component members of such group on the 
last day of such taxable year. For purposes 
of the preceding sentence, section 1563(b) 
shall be applied as if such last day were sub-
stituted for December 31.’’. 

(34) Section 2057(e)(2)(C) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘References to sections 542 and 543 in 
the preceding sentence shall be treated as 
references to such sections as in effect on the 
day before their repeal.’’

(35) Sections 6422 is amended by striking 
paragraph (3) and by redesignating para-
graphs (4) through (12) and paragraphs (3) 
through (11), respectively. 

(36) Section 6501 is amended by striking 
subsection (f). 

(37) Section 6503(k) of such Code is amend-
ed by striking paragraph (1) and by redesig-
nating paragraphs (2) through (5) as para-
graphs (1) through (4), respectively. 

(38) Section 6515 is amended by striking 
paragraph (1) and by redesignating para-
graphs (2) through (6) as paragraphs (1) 
through (5), respectively. 

(39) Section 6601(b) is amended by striking 
paragraph (4) and redesignating paragraph 
(5) as paragraph (4). 

(40) Subsections (d)(1)(B) and (e)(2) of sec-
tion 6662 of such Code are each amended by 
striking ‘‘or a personal holding company (as 
defined in section 542)’’. 

(41) Section 6683 is hereby repealed. 
(42) Section 7518(c)(1) is amended by insert-

ing ‘‘and’’ at the end of subparagraph (C), by 
striking ‘‘, and’’ at the end of subparagraph 
(D) and inserting a period, and by striking 
subparagraph (E). 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The table of parts for subchapter G of 

chapter 1 of such Code is amended by strik-
ing the items relating to parts I and II. 

(2) The table of sections for part IV of such 
subchapter G is amended by striking the 
item relating to section 564. 

(3) The table of sections for part I of sub-
chapter B of chapter 68 of such Code is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 6683. 
SEC. 207. EFFECTIVE DATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this section, the amendments made 
by this title shall apply to distributions re-
ceived, and basis allocations made under sec-
tion 282 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(as added by this title), after December 31, 
2002. 

(b) SPECIAL RULES.—
(1) SECTION 1374 TAX.—In applying the 

amendments made by this title, any tax im-
posed by section 1374 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 for any taxable year beginning 
before January 1, 2003, shall not be taken 
into account. 

(2) SECTION 205(d) AND 206.—The amendments 
made by sections 205(d) and 206 shall apply to 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 
2002; except that—

(A) section 547 of such Code (as in effect be-
fore its repeal) shall continue to apply to de-
ficiency dividends (as defined in section 
547(d) of such Code) relating to taxable years 
beginning before January 1, 2003, and 

(B) subsections (a) and (b) of section 563 of 
such Code (as so in effect) shall continue to 
apply to dividends relating to taxable years 
beginning before January 1, 2003. 
Notwithstanding subparagraphs (A) and (B), 
such dividends shall not be taken into ac-
count in applying section 116 of such Code or 
part X of subchapter B of chapter 1 of such 
Code.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
amendment printed in the bill is adopt-
ed. 

The text of H.R. 2, as amended, is as 
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES; TABLE 

OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Jobs and Growth Reconciliation Tax Act of 
2003’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as oth-
erwise expressly provided, whenever in this Act 
an amendment or repeal is expressed in terms of 
an amendment to, or repeal of, a section or 
other provision, the reference shall be consid-
ered to be made to a section or other provision 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; references; table of contents. 

TITLE I—ACCELERATION OF CERTAIN 
PREVIOUSLY ENACTED TAX REDUCTIONS 

Sec. 101. Acceleration of increase in child tax 
credit. 

Sec. 102. Acceleration of 15-percent individual 
income tax rate bracket expansion 
for married taxpayers filing joint 
returns. 

Sec. 103. Acceleration of increase in standard 
deduction for married taxpayers 
filing joint returns. 

Sec. 104. Acceleration of 10-percent individual 
income tax rate bracket expan-
sion. 

Sec. 105. Acceleration of reduction in individual 
income tax rates. 

Sec. 106. Minimum tax relief to individuals. 

TITLE II—GROWTH INCENTIVES FOR 
BUSINESS 

Sec. 201. Increase and extension of bonus de-
preciation. 

Sec. 202. Increased expensing for small busi-
ness. 

Sec. 203. 5-year carryback of certain net oper-
ating losses. 

TITLE III—REDUCTIONS IN TAXES ON 
DIVIDENDS AND CAPITAL GAINS 

Sec. 301. Reduction in capital gains rates for 
individuals; repeal of 5-year hold-
ing period requirement. 

Sec. 302. Dividends of individuals taxed at cap-
ital gain rates. 

Sec. 303. Sunset of title. 

TITLE IV—CORPORATE ESTIMATED TAX 
PAYMENTS FOR 2003

Sec. 401. Time for payment of corporate esti-
mated taxes.

TITLE I—ACCELERATION OF CERTAIN 
PREVIOUSLY ENACTED TAX REDUCTIONS

SEC. 101. ACCELERATION OF INCREASE IN CHILD 
TAX CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The items relating to cal-
endar years 2001 through 2008 in the table con-
tained in paragraph (2) of section 24(a) (relating 
to per child amount) are amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘2003, 2004, 2005 ................................ $1,000
2006, 2007, or 2008 ............................ 700’’.

(b) ADVANCE PAYMENT OF PORTION OF IN-
CREASED CREDIT IN 2003.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter B of chapter 65 
(relating to abatements, credits, and refunds) is 
amended by inserting after section 6428 the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. 6429. ADVANCE PAYMENT OF PORTION OF 

INCREASED CHILD CREDIT FOR 2003. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each taxpayer who 

claimed a credit under section 24 on the return 
for the taxpayer’s first taxable year beginning 
in 2002 shall be treated as having made a pay-
ment against the tax imposed by chapter 1 for 
such taxable year in an amount equal to the 
child tax credit refund amount (if any) for such 
taxable year. 

‘‘(b) CHILD TAX CREDIT REFUND AMOUNT.—
For purposes of this section, the child tax credit 
refund amount is the amount by which the ag-
gregate credits allowed under part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1 for such first taxable 
year would have been increased if—

‘‘(1) the per child amount under section 
24(a)(2) for such year were $1,000, 

‘‘(2) only qualifying children (as defined in 
section 24(c)) of the taxpayer for such year who 
had not attained age 17 as of December 31, 2003, 
were taken into account, and 

‘‘(3) section 24(d)(1)(B)(ii) did not apply. 
‘‘(c) TIMING OF PAYMENTS.—In the case of 

any overpayment attributable to this section, 
the Secretary shall, subject to the provisions of 
this title, refund or credit such overpayment as 
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rapidly as possible and, to the extent prac-
ticable, before October 1, 2003. No refund or 
credit shall be made or allowed under this sec-
tion after December 31, 2003. 

‘‘(d) COORDINATION WITH CHILD TAX CRED-
IT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of credit which 
would (but for this subsection and section 26) be 
allowed under section 24 for the taxpayer’s first 
taxable year beginning in 2003 shall be reduced 
(but not below zero) by the payments made to 
the taxpayer under this section. Any failure to 
so reduce the credit shall be treated as arising 
out of a mathematical or clerical error and as-
sessed according to section 6213(b)(1). 

‘‘(2) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a pay-
ment under this section with respect to a joint 
return, half of such payment shall be treated as 
having been made to each individual filing such 
return. 

‘‘(e) NO INTEREST.—No interest shall be al-
lowed on any overpayment attributable to this 
section.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions for subchapter B of chapter 65 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 6429. Advance payment of portion of 
increased child credit for 2003.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) SUBSECTION (a).—The amendment made by 

subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. 

(2) SUBSECTION (b).—The amendments made 
by subsection (b) shall take effect on the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 102. ACCELERATION OF 15-PERCENT INDI-

VIDUAL INCOME TAX RATE BRACKET 
EXPANSION FOR MARRIED TAX-
PAYERS FILING JOINT RETURNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The item relating to 2005 in 
the table contained in subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 1(f )(8) (relating to applicable percentage) is 
amended to read as follows:

‘‘2003, 2004, and 2005 ............. 200’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 1(f)(8)(A) is amended by striking 

‘‘2004’’ and inserting ‘‘2002’’. 
(2) Section 302(c) of the Economic Growth and 

Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 is amended 
by striking ‘‘2004’’ and inserting ‘‘2002’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 103. ACCELERATION OF INCREASE IN 

STANDARD DEDUCTION FOR MAR-
RIED TAXPAYERS FILING JOINT RE-
TURNS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The item relating to 2005 in 
the table contained in paragraph (7) of section 
63(c) (relating to applicable percentage) is 
amended to read as follows:

‘‘2003, 2004, and 2005 ............. 200’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 301(d) 
of the Economic Growth and Tax Relief Rec-
onciliation Act of 2001 is amended by striking 
‘‘2004’’ and inserting ‘‘2002’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 104. ACCELERATION OF 10-PERCENT INDI-

VIDUAL INCOME TAX RATE BRACKET 
EXPANSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
1(i)(1)(B) (relating to the initial bracket 
amount) is amended by striking ‘‘($12,000 in the 
case of taxable years beginning before January 
1, 2008)’’ and inserting ‘‘($12,000 in the case of 
taxable years beginning after December 31, 2005, 
and before January 1, 2008)’’. 

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—Subparagraph 
(C) of section 1(i)(1) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(C) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In prescribing 
the tables under subsection (f) which apply with 
respect to taxable years beginning in calendar 
years after 2000—

‘‘(i) the Secretary shall make no adjustment to 
the $12,000 initial bracket amount for any tax-
able year, 

‘‘(ii)(I) the Secretary shall make no adjust-
ment to the $14,000 initial bracket amount for 
any taxable year beginning before January 1, 
2004, 

‘‘(II) the cost-of-living adjustment used in 
making adjustments to the $14,000 initial brack-
et amount for any taxable year beginning dur-
ing 2004 or 2005 shall be determined under sub-
section (f)(3) by substituting ‘2002’ for ‘1992’ in 
subparagraph (B) thereof, and 

‘‘(III) the cost-of-living adjustment used in 
making adjustments to the $14,000 initial brack-
et amount for any taxable year beginning after 
December 31, 2008, shall be determined under 
subsection (f)(3) by substituting ‘2007’ for ‘1992’ 
in subparagraph (B) thereof, and 

‘‘(iii) the adjustments under clause (ii) shall 
not apply to the amount referred to in subpara-
graph (B)(iii).
If any amount after adjustment under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $50, such 
amount shall be rounded to the next lowest mul-
tiple of $50.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2002. 

(2) TABLES FOR 2003.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall modify each table which has 
been prescribed under section 1(f) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 for taxable years be-
ginning in 2003 and which relates to the amend-
ment made by this section to reflect such amend-
ment. 
SEC. 105. ACCELERATION OF REDUCTION IN INDI-

VIDUAL INCOME TAX RATES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The table in paragraph (2) 

of section 1(i) (relating to reductions in rates 
after June 30, 2001) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘In the 
case of 
taxable 
years

beginning 
during 

calendar 
year: 

The corresponding percentages 
shall be substituted for

the following percentages: 

28% 31% 36% 39.6%

2001 .......... 27.5% 30.5% 35.5% 39.1%
2002 .......... 27.0% 30.0% 35.0% 38.6%
2003 and 

there-
after.

25.0% 28.0% 33.0% 35.0%’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 106. MINIMUM TAX RELIEF TO INDIVIDUALS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) Subparagraph (A) of section 55(d)(1) is 

amended by striking ‘‘$49,000 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2001, 2002, 2003, and 
2004’’ and inserting ‘‘$64,000 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2003, 2004, and 2005’’. 

(2) Subparagraph (B) of section 55(d)(1) is 
amended by striking ‘‘$35,750 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2001, 2002, 2003, and 
2004’’ and inserting ‘‘$43,250 in the case of tax-
able years beginning in 2003, 2004, and 2005’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after December 31, 2002. 

TITLE II—GROWTH INCENTIVES FOR 
BUSINESS

SEC. 201. INCREASE AND EXTENSION OF BONUS 
DEPRECIATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 168(k) (relating to 
special allowance for certain property acquired 
after September 10, 2001, and before September 
11, 2004) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) 50-PERCENT BONUS DEPRECIATION FOR 
CERTAIN PROPERTY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of 50-percent 
bonus depreciation property—

‘‘(i) paragraph (1)(A) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘50 percent’ for ‘30 percent’, and 

‘‘(ii) except as provided in paragraph (2)(C), 
such property shall be treated as qualified prop-
erty for purposes of this subsection. 

‘‘(B) 50-PERCENT BONUS DEPRECIATION PROP-
ERTY.—For purposes of this subsection, the term 
‘50-percent bonus depreciation property’ means 
property described in paragraph (2)(A)(i)—

‘‘(i) the original use of which commences with 
the taxpayer after May 5, 2003, 

‘‘(ii) which is acquired by the taxpayer after 
May 5, 2003, and before January 1, 2006, but 
only if no written binding contract for the ac-
quisition was in effect before May 6, 2003, and 

‘‘(iii) which is placed in service by the tax-
payer before January 1, 2006, or, in the case of 
property described in paragraph (2)(B) (as modi-
fied by subparagraph (C) of this paragraph), be-
fore January 1, 2007. 

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES.—Rules similar to the 
rules of subparagraphs (B) and (D) of para-
graph (2) shall apply for purposes of this para-
graph; except that references to September 10, 
2001, shall be treated as references to May 5, 
2003. 

‘‘(D) AUTOMOBILES.—Paragraph (2)(E) shall 
be applied by substituting ‘$9,200’ for ‘$4,600’ in 
the case of 50-percent bonus depreciation prop-
erty. 

‘‘(E) ELECTION OF 30 PERCENT BONUS.—If a 
taxpayer makes an election under this subpara-
graph with respect to any class of property for 
any taxable year, subparagraph (A)(i) shall not 
apply to all property in such class placed in 
service during such taxable year.’’

(b) EXTENSION OF PLACED IN SERVICE DATES, 
ETC. FOR 30-PERCENT BONUS DEPRECIATION 
PROPERTY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Clause (iv) of section 
168(k)(2)(A) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘January 1, 2005’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘January 1, 2006’’, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘January 1, 2006’’ (as in effect 
before the amendment made by subparagraph 
(A)) and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2007’’. 

(2) PORTION OF BASIS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—
(A) Subparagraphs (B)(ii) and (D)(i) of sec-

tion 168(k)(2) are each amended by striking 
‘‘September 11, 2004’’ each place it appears in 
the text and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2006’’. 

(B) Clause (ii) of section 168(k)(2)(B) is 
amended by striking ‘‘PRE-SEPTEMBER 11, 2004’’ 
in the heading and inserting ‘‘PRE-JANUARY 1, 
2006’’. 

(3) ACQUISITION DATE.—Clause (iii) of section 
168(k)(2)(A) is amended by striking ‘‘September 
11, 2004’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘January 1, 2006’’. 

(4) ELECTION.—Clause (iii) of section 
168(k)(2)(C) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: ‘‘The preceding sentence shall be ap-
plied separately with respect to property treated 
as qualified property by paragraph (4) and 
other qualified property.’’

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The subsection heading for section 168(k) 

is amended by striking ‘‘SEPTEMBER 11, 2004’’ 
and inserting ‘‘JANUARY 1, 2006’’. 

(2) The heading for clause (i) of section 
1400L(b)(2)(C) is amended by striking ‘‘30-PER-
CENT ADDITIONAL ALLOWABLE PROPERTY’’ and 
inserting ‘‘BONUS DEPRECIATION PROPERTY 
UNDER SECTION 168(k)’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years end-
ing after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 202. INCREASED EXPENSING FOR SMALL 

BUSINESS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 

179(b) (relating to dollar limitation) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate cost 
which may be taken into account under sub-
section (a) for any taxable year shall not exceed 
$25,000 ($100,000 in the case of taxable years be-
ginning after 2002 and before 2008).’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN QUALIFYING INVESTMENT AT 
WHICH PHASEOUT BEGINS.—Paragraph (2) of 
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section 179(b) (relating to reduction in limita-
tion) is amended by inserting ‘‘($400,000 in the 
case of taxable years beginning after 2002 and 
before 2008)’’ after ‘‘$200,000’’. 

(c) OFF-THE-SHELF COMPUTER SOFTWARE.—
Paragraph (1) of section 179(d) (defining section 
179 property) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) SECTION 179 PROPERTY.—For purposes of 
this section, the term ‘section 179 property’ 
means property—

‘‘(A) which is—
‘‘(i) tangible property (to which section 168 

applies), or
‘‘(ii) computer software (as defined in section 

197(e)(3)(B)) which is described in section 
197(e)(3)(A)(i), to which section 167 applies, and 
which is placed in service in a taxable year be-
ginning after 2002 and before 2008, 

‘‘(B) which is section 1245 property (as de-
fined in section 1245(a)(3)), and 

‘‘(C) which is acquired by purchase for use in 
the active conduct of a trade or business.
Such term shall not include any property de-
scribed in section 50(b) and shall not include air 
conditioning or heating units.’’. 

(d) ADJUSTMENT OF DOLLAR LIMIT AND PHASE-
OUT THRESHOLD FOR INFLATION.—Subsection (b) 
of section 179 (relating to limitations) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(5) INFLATION ADJUSTMENTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any taxable 

year beginning in a calendar year after 2003 and 
before 2008, the $100,000 and $400,000 amounts in 
paragraphs (1) and (2) shall each be increased 
by an amount equal to—

‘‘(i) such dollar amount, multiplied by 
‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment determined 

under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar year in 
which the taxable year begins, by substituting 
‘calendar year 2002’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in 
subparagraph (B) thereof. 

‘‘(B) ROUNDING.—
‘‘(i) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—If the amount in 

paragraph (1) as increased under subparagraph 
(A) is not a multiple of $1,000, such amount 
shall be rounded to the nearest multiple of 
$1,000. 

‘‘(ii) PHASEOUT AMOUNT.—If the amount in 
paragraph (2) as increased under subparagraph 
(A) is not a multiple of $10,000, such amount 
shall be rounded to the nearest multiple of 
$10,000.’’. 

(e) REVOCATION OF ELECTION.—Paragraph (2) 
of section 179(c) (relating to election irrevocable) 
is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) REVOCATION OF ELECTION.—An election 
under paragraph (1) with respect to any taxable 
year beginning after 2002 and before 2008, and 
any specification contained in any such elec-
tion, may be revoked by the taxpayer with re-
spect to any property. Such revocation, once 
made, shall be irrevocable.’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 203. 5-YEAR CARRYBACK OF CERTAIN NET 

OPERATING LOSSES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (H) of section 

172(b)(1) is amended—
(1) by inserting ‘‘5-YEAR CARRYBACK OF CER-

TAIN LOSSES.—’’ after ‘‘(H)’’, and 
(2) by striking ‘‘or 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘, 2002, 

2003, 2004 or 2005’’. 
(b) TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF 90 PERCENT 

LIMIT ON CERTAIN NOL CARRYBACKS.—Sub-
clause (I) of section 56(d)(1)(A)(ii) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘or 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘, 2002, 
2003, 2004, or 2005’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘and 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘, 
2002, 2003, 2004, or 2005’’. 

(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—
(1) Subparagraph (H) of section 172(b)(1) is 

amended by striking ‘‘a taxpayer which has’’. 
(2) Section 102(c)(2) of the Job Creation and 

Worker Assistance Act of 2002 (Public Law 107–
147) is amended by striking ‘‘before January 1, 
2003’’ and inserting ‘‘after December 31, 1990’’. 

(3)(A) Subclause (I) of section 56(d)(1)(A)(i) is 
amended by striking ‘‘attributable to 
carryovers’’. 

(B) Subclause (I) of section 56(d)(1)(A)(ii) is 
amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘for taxable years’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘from taxable years’’, and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘carryforwards’’ and inserting 
‘‘carryovers’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the amendments made by this section 
shall apply to net operating losses for taxable 
years ending after December 31, 2002. 

(2) TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS.—The amend-
ments made by subsection (c) shall take effect as 
if included in the amendments made by section 
102 of the Job Creation and Worker Assistance 
Act of 2002. 

(3) ELECTION.—In the case of a net operating 
loss for a taxable year ending during 2003—

(A) any election made under section 172(b)(3) 
of such Code may (notwithstanding such sec-
tion) be revoked before November 1, 2003, and 

(B) any election made under section 172(j) of 
such Code shall (notwithstanding such section) 
be treated as timely made if made before Novem-
ber 1, 2003. 

TITLE III—REDUCTION IN TAXES ON 
DIVIDENDS AND CAPITAL GAINS 

SEC. 301. REDUCTION IN CAPITAL GAINS RATES 
FOR INDIVIDUALS; REPEAL OF 5-
YEAR HOLDING PERIOD REQUIRE-
MENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—
(1) Sections 1(h)(1)(B) and 55(b)(3)(B) are 

each amended by striking ‘‘10 percent’’ and in-
serting ‘‘5 percent’’. 

(2) The following sections are each amended 
by striking ‘‘20 percent’’ and inserting ‘‘15 per-
cent’’: 

(A) Section 1(h)(1)(C). 
(B) Section 55(b)(3)(C). 
(C) Section 1445(e)(1). 
(D) The second sentence of section 

7518(g)(6)(A).
(E) The second sentence of section 

607(h)(6)(A) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 1(h) is amended—
(A) by striking paragraphs (2) and (9), 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (3) through 

(8) as paragraphs (2) through (7), respectively, 
and 

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (10), (11), 
and (12) as paragraphs (8), (9), and (10), respec-
tively. 

(2) Paragraph (3) of section 55(b) is amended 
by striking ‘‘In the case of taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2000, rules similar to the 
rules of section 1(h)(2) shall apply for purposes 
of subparagraphs (B) and (C).’’. 

(3) Paragraph (7) of section 57(a) is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking ‘‘42 percent’’ the first place it 
appears and inserting ‘‘7 percent’’, and 

(B) by striking the last sentence. 
(c) TRANSITIONAL RULES FOR TAXABLE YEARS 

WHICH INCLUDE MAY 6, 2003.—For purposes of 
applying section 1(h) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 in the case of a taxable year which 
includes May 6, 2003—

(1) The amount of tax determined under sub-
paragraph (B) of section 1(h)(1) of such Code 
shall be the sum of—

(A) 5 percent of the lesser of—
(i) the net capital gain determined by taking 

into account only gain or loss properly taken 
into account for the portion of the taxable year 
on or after May 6, 2003 (determined without re-
gard to collectibles gain or loss, gain described 
in section 1(h)(6)(A)(i) of such Code, and section 
1202 gain), or 

(ii) the amount on which a tax is determined 
under such subparagraph (without regard to 
this subsection), 

(B) 8 percent of the lesser of—

(i) the qualified 5-year gain (as defined in sec-
tion 1(h)(9) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986, as in effect on the day before the date of 
the enactment of this Act) properly taken into 
account for the portion of the taxable year be-
fore May 6, 2003, over 

(ii) the excess (if any) of—
(I) the amount on which a tax is determined 

under such subparagraph (without regard to 
this subsection), over 

(II) the amount on which a tax is determined 
under subparagraph (A), plus 

(C) 10 percent of the excess (if any) of—
(i) the amount on which a tax is determined 

under such subparagraph (without regard to 
this subsection), over 

(ii) the sum of the amounts on which a tax is 
determined under subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

(2) The amount of tax determined under sub-
paragraph (C) of section (1)(h)(1) of such Code 
shall be the sum of—

(A) 15 percent of the lesser of—
(i) the excess (if any) of the amount of net 

capital gain determined under subparagraph 
(A)(i) of paragraph (1) of this subsection over 
the amount on which a tax is determined under 
subparagraph (A) of paragraph (1) of this sub-
section, or 

(ii) the amount on which a tax is determined 
under such subparagraph (C) (without regard to 
this subsection), plus 

(B) 20 percent of the excess (if any) of—
(i) the amount on which a tax is determined 

under such subparagraph (C) (without regard to 
this subsection), over 

(ii) the amount on which a tax is determined 
under subparagraph (A) of this paragraph. 

(3) For purposes of applying section 55(b)(3) of 
such Code, rules similar to the rules of para-
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection shall apply. 

(4) In applying this subsection with respect to 
any pass-thru entity, the determination of when 
gains and loss are properly taken into account 
shall be made at the entity level. 

(5) For purposes of applying section 1(h)(11) 
of such Code, as added by section 302 of this 
Act, to this subsection, dividends which are 
qualified dividend income shall be treated as 
gain properly taken into account for the portion 
of the taxable year on or after May 6, 2003. 

(6) Terms used in this subsection which are 
also used in section 1(h) of such Code shall have 
the respective meanings that such terms have in 
such section. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise provided 

by this subsection, the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years ending on or 
after May 6, 2003. 

(2) WITHHOLDING.—The amendment made by 
subsection (a)(2)(C) shall apply to amounts paid 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(3) SMALL BUSINESS STOCK.—The amendments 
made by subsection (b)(3) shall apply to disposi-
tions on or after May 6, 2003.
SEC. 302. DIVIDENDS OF INDIVIDUALS TAXED AT 

CAPITAL GAIN RATES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1(h) (relating to 

maximum capital gains rate), as amended by 
section 301, is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(11) DIVIDENDS TAXED AS NET CAPITAL 
GAIN.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘net capital gain’ means net 
capital gain (determined without regard to this 
paragraph), increased by qualified dividend in-
come. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED DIVIDEND INCOME.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified divi-
dend income’ means dividends received during 
the taxable year from domestic corporations. 

‘‘(ii) CERTAIN DIVIDENDS EXCLUDED.—Such 
term shall not include—

‘‘(I) any dividend from a corporation which 
for the taxable year of the corporation in which 
the distribution is made, or the preceding tax-
able year, is a corporation exempt from tax 
under section 501 or 521, 
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‘‘(II) any amount allowed as a deduction 

under section 591 (relating to deduction for divi-
dends paid by mutual savings banks, etc.), and 

‘‘(III) any dividend described in section 
404(k). 

‘‘(iii) EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN DIVIDENDS.—
Such term shall not include any dividend on 
any share of stock—

‘‘(I) with respect to which the holding period 
requirements of section 246(c) are not met, or 

‘‘(II) to the extent that the taxpayer is under 
an obligation (whether pursuant to a short sale 
or otherwise) to make related payments with re-
spect to positions in substantially similar or re-
lated property. 

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(i) AMOUNTS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT AS INVEST-

MENT INCOME.—Qualified dividend income shall 
not include any amount which the taxpayer 
takes into account as investment income under 
section 163(d)(4)(B). 

‘‘(ii) EXTRAORDINARY DIVIDENDS.—If an indi-
vidual receives, with respect to any share of 
stock, qualified dividend income from 1 or more 
dividends which are extraordinary dividends 
(within the meaning of section 1059(c)), any loss 
on the sale or exchange of such share shall, to 
the extent of such dividends, be treated as long-
term capital loss. 

‘‘(iii) TREATMENT OF DIVIDENDS FROM REGU-
LATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES AND REAL ESTATE 
INVESTMENT TRUSTS.—A dividend received from 
a regulated investment company or a real estate 
investment trust shall be subject to the limita-
tions prescribed in sections 854 and 857.’’

(b) EXCLUSION OF DIVIDENDS FROM INVEST-
MENT INCOME.—Subparagraph (B) of section 
163(d)(4) (defining net investment income) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
flush sentence:

‘‘Such term shall include qualified dividend in-
come (as defined in section 1(h)(11)(B)) only to 
the extent the taxpayer elects to treat such in-
come as investment income for purposes of this 
subsection.’’

(c) TREATMENT OF DIVIDENDS FROM REGU-
LATED INVESTMENT COMPANIES.—

(1) Subsection (a) of section 854 (relating to 
dividends received from regulated investment 
companies) is amended by inserting ‘‘section 
1(h)(11) (relating to maximum rate of tax on 
dividends and interest) and’’ after ‘‘For pur-
poses of’’. 

(2) Paragraph (1) of section 854(b) (relating to 
other dividends) is amended by redesignating 
subparagraph (B) as subparagraph (C) and by 
inserting after subparagraph (A) the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(B) MAXIMUM RATE UNDER SECTION 1(h).—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If the aggregate dividends 

received by a regulated investment company 
during any taxable year are less than 95 percent 
of its gross income, then, in computing the max-
imum rate under section 1(h)(11), rules similar to 
the rules of subparagraph (A) shall apply. 

‘‘(ii) GROSS INCOME.—For purposes of clause 
(i), in the case of 1 or more sales or other dis-
positions of stock or securities, the term ‘gross 
income’ includes only the excess of—

‘‘(I) the net short-term capital gain from such 
sales or dispositions, over 

‘‘(II) the net long-term capital loss from such 
sales or dispositions.’’

(3) Subparagraph (C) of section 854(b)(1), as 
redesignated by paragraph (2), is amended by 
striking ‘‘subparagraph (A)’’ and inserting 
‘‘subparagraph (A) or (B)’’. 

(4) Paragraph (2) of section 854(b) is amended 
by inserting ‘‘the maximum rate under section 
1(h)(11) and’’ after ‘‘for purposes of’’. 

(5) Subsection (b) of section 854 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 1(h)(11).—
For purposes of paragraph (1)(B), an amount 
shall be treated as a dividend only if the 
amount is qualified dividend income (within the 
meaning of section 1(h)(11)(B)).’’

(d) TREATMENT OF DIVIDENDS RECEIVED FROM 
REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT TRUSTS.—Section 
857(c) (relating to restrictions applicable to divi-
dends received from real estate investment 
trusts) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) RESTRICTIONS APPLICABLE TO DIVIDENDS 
RECEIVED FROM REAL ESTATE INVESTMENT 
TRUSTS.—

‘‘(1) SECTION 243.—For purposes of section 243 
(relating to deductions for dividends received by 
corporations), a dividend received from a real 
estate investment trust which meets the require-
ments of this part shall not be considered a divi-
dend. 

‘‘(2) SECTION 1(h)(11).—For purposes of section 
1(h)(11) (relating to maximum rate of tax on 
dividends), rules similar to the rules of section 
854(b)(1)(B) shall apply to dividends received 
from a real estate trust which meets the require-
ments of this part.’’

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (3) of section 1(h), as redesig-

nated by section 301, is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(3) ADJUSTED NET CAPITAL GAIN.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘adjusted net 
capital gain’ means the sum of—

‘‘(A) net capital gain (determined without re-
gard to paragraph (11)) reduced (but not below 
zero) by the sum of—

‘‘(i) unrecaptured section 1250 gain, and 
‘‘(ii) 28-percent rate gain, plus 
‘‘(B) qualified dividend income (as defined in 

paragraph (11)).’’
(2) Subsection (f) of section 301 is amended 

adding at the end the following new paragraph: 
‘‘(4) For taxation of dividends received by in-

dividuals at capital gain rates, see section 
1(h)(11).’’

(3) Paragraph (1) of section 306(a) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
paragraph: 

‘‘(D) TREATMENT AS DIVIDEND.—For purposes 
of section l(h)(11), any amount treated as ordi-
nary income under this paragraph shall be
treated as a dividend received from the corpora-
tion.’’

(4)(A) Subpart C of part II of subchapter C of 
chapter 1 (relating to collapsible corporations) is 
repealed. 

(B)(i) Section 338(h) is amended by striking 
paragraph (14). 

(ii) Sections 467(c)(5)(C), 1255(b)(2), and 
1257(d) are each amended by striking ‘‘, 
341(e)(12),’’. 

(iii) The table of subparts for part II of sub-
chapter C of chapter 1 is amended by striking 
the item related to subpart C. 

(5) Section 531 is amended by striking ‘‘equal 
to’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘equal to 
15 percent of the accumulated taxable income.’’

(6) Section 541 is amended by striking ‘‘equal 
to’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘equal to 
15 percent of the undistributed personal holding 
company income.’’

(7) Section 584(c) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new flush sentence:

‘‘The proportionate share of each participant in 
the amount of dividends received by the common 
trust fund and to which section 1(h)(11) applies 
shall be considered for purposes of such para-
graph as having been received by such partici-
pant.’’

(8) Paragraph (5) of section 702(a) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(5) dividends with respect to which section 
1(h)(11) or part VII of subchapter B applies,’’. 

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 303. SUNSET OF TITLE. 

All provisions of, and amendments made by, 
this title shall not apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2012, and the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 shall be applied and ad-
ministered to such years as if such provisions 
and amendments had never been enacted. 

TITLE IV—CORPORATE ESTIMATED TAX 
PAYMENTS FOR 2003

SEC. 401. TIME FOR PAYMENT OF CORPORATE ES-
TIMATED TAXES. 

Notwithstanding section 6655 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, 52 percent of the amount 
of any required installment of corporate esti-
mated tax which is otherwise due in September 
2003 shall not be due until October 1, 2003.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS) 
and the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California (Mr. THOMAS).

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The Members should know that we 
have a statement of administration 
policy on this bill, and it reads in part: 
‘‘The administration strongly supports 
House passage of H.R. 2 and commends 
the House for including all the ele-
ments of the jobs and growth plan pro-
posed by the President.’’ I would also 
like to call Members’ attention to to-
day’s CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. In the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, beginning on 
page 3829 is the first analysis of a tax 
bill by the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation utilizing the power provided to 
the joint committee by rule XIII. It 
says in part that ‘‘in accordance with 
House rule XIII, this document, pre-
pared by the staff of the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation . . . provides a 
macroeconomic analysis of H.R. 2. 

‘‘The analysis presents the results of 
simulating the changes contained in 
H.R. 2 under three economic models of 
the economy. The models employ a va-
riety of assumptions regarding Federal 
fiscal policy, monetary policy, and be-
havioral responses to the proposed 
changes in law.’’

It then goes on on page 3830, 3831, 
3832, to examine this bill under those 
three macroeconomic models, and it 
explains in detail the models that are 
used. It says, for example, if Members 
take the time to look on page 3831 of 
the May 8 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, in 
part: ‘‘The estimated change in Gross 
Domestic Product (‘GDP’) due to this 
proposal can range at least from a 0.3 
percent (an average of $43 billion) to a 
1.5 percent (an average of $183 billion) 
increase in nominal, or current dollar 
GDP over the first 5 years, and 0.2 to a 
1.2 percent increase over the second 5 
years.’’

This bill, according to the bipartisan 
professional staff at the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, says this bill 
grows the economy. In addition, they 
say, that up to 900,000 jobs in the first 
5 years will be created ‘‘as the effects 
of the acceleration of individual rate 
cuts, and the initial increase in invest-
ment prevail. Employment increases in 
the first 5 years because of both the 
positive labor supply incentive from 
the individual rate cuts, and the eco-
nomic stimulus effect of the proposals 
taken as a whole.’’ The bipartisan, pro-
fessional Joint Committee on Taxation 
says this bill creates jobs and stimu-
lates the economy. 

It probably would be more fun for ei-
ther side to read the effects of the bill 
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based upon some particular ax-grinding 
institute that has a really fair-sound-
ing name that is funded by various or-
ganizations because the hyperbole in 
the way they examine the bill is a 
whole lot more fun. It is not very real-
istic, but it is a whole lot more fun. 

This is the professional bipartisan 
staff of the Joint Committee on Tax 
under rule XIII concluding on page 
3831: ‘‘As the simulations indicate, de-
pending on how much temporary de-
mand stimulus is generated by the pro-
posal, the revenue feedback,’’ money 
coming back to the Federal Govern-
ment by spending money in this bill to 
cut people’s taxes, give it back to 
them, ‘‘the revenue feedback could 
range from 5.8 percent to 27.5 percent 
in the first 5 years, and’’ between ‘‘2.6 
and 23.4 percent over the 10-year budg-
et period.’’

It stimulates the economy, creates 
jobs, brings more revenue back to the 
Federal Government. That is what this 
bill is about.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, par-

liamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman may inquire. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, last 

evening in the Committee on Rules, 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means said that he would 
allow the Democrats to bring their sub-
stitute to the floor but only under the 
conditions that no waivers of points of 
order be made; and then he went fur-
ther and told the committee, the Com-
mittee on Rules, that is, that he did 
not want any waivers of points of order 
himself.

b 1130 
So, Mr. Speaker, my parliamentary 

inquiry is that there is a provision of 
the Budget Act that makes it not in 
order to consider legislation in the 
House that reduces amounts deposited 
in the Social Security Trust Fund. It is 
clear that the bill before us today will 
reduce the amounts deposited into both 
the Social Security and Medicare Trust 
Fund. 

In view of the fact that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS) 
has asked that points of order not be 
waived, is not this bill before us today 
in violation of that rule? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The Chair cannot make a hy-
pothetical ruling. The House did adopt 
House Resolution 227, which waives all 
points of order. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is dif-
ficult for me to hear you. The House is 
not in order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
House will be in order. 

The Chair cannot make a hypo-
thetical ruling on what might have 
been said in the Committee on Rules. 
The House did adopt House Resolution 
227, which provides for consideration of 
this bill without intervention of any 
point of order. 

Mr. RANGEL. The Speaker is saying 
that the Committee on Rules waived 
the points of order that the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
said last night was not necessary. Is 
that the ruling of the Chair? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
House adopted the resolution waiving 
all points of order. 

Mr. THOMAS. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. At this 
time the Chair is entertaining a par-
liamentary inquiry. 

The gentleman from New York is rec-
ognized.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that this is a 
day that is going to be remembered in 
America, in this House of Representa-
tives. A bill has come on the floor. The 
chairman said he did not want points 
of order. It is clear that the bill is in 
violation of the parliamentary rules of 
this House unless the points of order 
were waived. It is clear that they 
planned in the middle of the night to 
say it is ‘‘their way or the highway.’’

It is a bad bill. But to deny Demo-
crats an opportunity for an alter-
native, knowing that they have the 
votes, I think has damaged the reputa-
tion of this House of Representatives 
for days and for months and for years 
to come. Shame on you for doing it. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, on my time, to respond 
to the gentleman from New York, I 
asked that the measures be treated 
equally and fairly. That was my posi-
tion. But apparently the Committee on 
Rules rejected my position, and, not-
withstanding the fact that I was trying 
to support the gentleman from New 
York, in the opinion of the Committee 
on Rules, apparently the gentleman’s 
bill was so far out of the normal proce-
dure that they determined not to make 
it in order. 

I had asked that the Committee on 
Rules treat both bills the same way, 
and I was denied in my request to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON), a member of 
the committee. 

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of the Jobs 
and Growth Tax Reconciliation Act. 
This bill is going to provide much-
needed tax relief for individuals and 
businesses to help create jobs today, 
while generating long-term economic 
growth for the future. 

According to the Heritage Founda-
tion, this bill creates 67,000 jobs in 
Texas in this year alone. That is great 
news for those who want a paycheck, 
not an unemployment benefit. 

The bonus depreciation and small 
business expensing provisions effec-

tively put business purchases ‘‘on 
sale.’’ These provisions are vital to the 
telecommunications corridor in North 
Texas, because businesses that have de-
layed replacing their telecom equip-
ment should find it easier to make 
these purchases. 

Our economy has been driven by con-
sumer spending, and these depreciation 
and expensing provisions should help 
jump-start business purchases. 

The rate cuts, marriage penalty re-
lief and child credit improvements help 
families as well as sole proprietorships, 
for whom the individual tax rate is 
their corporate rate. 

I am glad to have a significant reduc-
tion in the double taxation of divi-
dends. This is not necessarily the pro-
posal I would have written, because I 
believe, like the President, we ought to 
eliminate double taxation of dividends. 
But reducing the tax on dividends from 
an individual’s normal tax rate to the 
5 percent or 15 percent rate will help 
millions of seniors who depend upon 
dividend income for their day-to-day 
expenses, as well as help millions of 
other Americans who own stock. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time to give this 
economy a jump-start by passing this 
bill today.

I rise in support of the jobs and growth tax 
act. 

This bill will provide much-needed tax relief 
for individuals and businesses to help create 
jobs today, while generating long-term eco-
nomic growth for the future. 

According to the Heritage Foundation, this 
bill creates 67,000 jobs in Texas in 2004 
alone! That’s great news for those who want 
a pay check, not an unemployment benefit. 

The bonus depreciation and small business 
expensing provisions effectively put business 
purchases ‘‘on sale.’’ These provisions are 
vital to the telecommunications corridor in 
north Texas because businesses that have 
delayed replacing their telecom equipment 
should find it easier to make these purchases. 

Our economy has been driven by consumer 
spending and these depreciation and expens-
ing provisions should help to jump start busi-
ness purchases.

The rate cuts, marriage penalty relief and 
child credit improvements will help families as 
well as sole proprietorships, for whom the indi-
vidual tax rate is their corporate rate. 

I am glad to have a significant reduction in 
the double taxation of dividends. This is not 
the proposal I would have written because I 
want to eliminate the double taxation of divi-
dends. 

Reducing the tax on dividends from an indi-
vidual’s normal tax rate to the 5 percent or 15 
percent rate will help millions of seniors who 
depend upon dividend income for their day-to-
day expenses as well as help millions of other 
Americans who own stock. 

I will qualify my support for the dividends 
portion of this bill due to the fact that it dis-
criminates against Americans who own stock 
in foreign companies. 

Among the thousands of employee-share-
holders in my district who would be seriously 
affected are the employees of Nortel, Aegon, 
Nokia, Alcatel Ericsson and Gadbury 
Schweppes. 

I want this penalty to be gone the next time 
we vote on tax relief. 
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It is time to give this economy a jumpstart 

by passing this bill today.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the staff 
has given me four violations of the 
Budget Act, section 401, section 311, 
and other violations of the House rules. 

Am I to assume that the initial rul-
ing of the Chair on the waiving of 
points of order would apply to all of 
the violations that Republicans have as 
it relates to the rules of the House? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would advise the Member that 
the House just moments ago by major-
ity vote adopted House Resolution 227, 
which provides that upon its adoption, 
it shall be in order without interven-
tion of any point of order to consider in 
the House H.R. 2. 

It waives all points of order that 
might otherwise be argued to lie. 
Therefore, the question is moot. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, will this 
apply to other violations that the mi-
nority is not even aware of now? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will repeat that it waives all 
points of order.

Mr. RANGEL. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Speaker, in view of that protection 
that the majority gave itself, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL), the Dean of the 
House of Representatives. 

(Mr. DINGELL asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
bad bill and a bad rule. It is unfair. It 
is a bill which could best be entitled 
‘‘leave no millionaire behind.’’ It has 
not worked before, it will not work 
again. 

If this bill passes, it will cost my 
State of Michigan $111 million in rev-
enue. I would note that the million-
aires will get $100,000 a year back. Ordi-
nary citizens are going to be lucky if 
they get $100. It is going to raid Social 
Security, Medicare and Medicaid. It is 
going to put the education of our kids 
at risk, and put our State and local 
governments in more of a straitjacket 
than they already are financially. 

I would note there is one outrageous 
provision in this piece of legislation 
which defines American corporations 
like Chrysler, Mazda, National Steel 
and BASF as foreigners. Chrysler em-
ploys better than 100,000 American 
workers and contributes to the Amer-
ican economy better than 1 percent of 
its total gross domestic product. 

I would urge the President or my Re-
publican friends over there to come 
back to Michigan to see the new plant 
being built at Dundee, Michigan, to 
provide jobs and opportunities for the 
American people. 

This is an outrageous procedure, an 
outrageous bill, and it should be voted 
down.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 

gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN), 
a member of the committee, for the 
purpose of a colloquy. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I would like to engage the chairman of 
the Committee on Ways and Means in a 
colloquy. I would like to speak specifi-
cally about one provision in the bill be-
fore the House today regarding the 
double taxation of dividends. 

As drafted, the bill applies a new 15 
percent-5 percent rate structure to 
dividends paid by domestic corpora-
tions, while dividends paid by foreign 
corporations will be taxed at the new 
individual rates of 10 percent, 15 per-
cent, 25 percent, 28 percent, 33 percent, 
and as much as 35 percent. 

U.S. subsidiaries of foreign-based 
firms are a very important part of our 
economy and economic recovery. These 
companies employ 5.6 million workers 
right here in America. Furthermore, 
American taxpayers own approxi-
mately $1.8 trillion worth of foreign 
stocks. Approximately 900 non-U.S. 
companies are traded on U.S. stock 
changes. 

Will the chairman correct this dis-
crepancy as we move forward so as to 
ensure that the final bill passed by 
Congress reduces taxes on the divi-
dends paid by both domestic and for-
eign-owned corporations and treats 
them equally? 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. I yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. THOMAS. I will tell the gen-
tleman he raises an important point, 
but it is also a part of a larger tax pol-
icy problem. 

Currently, as the gentleman may 
know, under the U.S. Tax Code we pun-
ish U.S. corporations for being U.S. 
corporations. Several provisions of our 
Tax Code put U.S. corporations at a 
disadvantage versus their international 
competitors. These flaws in the Tax 
Code force U.S. companies to move 
their headquarters overseas in order to 
compete. We must reform our Tax Code 
to improve our international competi-
tiveness. The Committee on Ways and 
Means will be addressing this larger 
issue in this Congress. 

With regard to the specific issue of 
dividend payments to U.S. citizens by 
foreign corporations, it is my intent as 
the legislation process proceeds to 
craft a solution that treats all Amer-
ican shareholders of either domestic or 
foreign-owned corporations fairly and 
equally, while improving the competi-
tiveness of the U.S. Tax Code. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
reclaiming my time, I thank the chair-
man for engaging in this colloquy.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state it. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, in view 

of the fact that the majority has 
waived the points of order on their 
major tax cut bill, and further that the 

minority will not have the opportunity 
to introduce a substitute, under the 
rule, does the minority have the oppor-
tunity to have a motion to recommit? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, a motion to recommit will be 
available. 

Mr. RANGEL. Will the minority then 
have the same advantage as the major-
ity in terms of waiving the points of 
order at least for the 10 minutes that 
the minority would have on its motion 
to recommit? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The rule 
allows for a motion to recommit that 
is otherwise in order under the rules. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand that you are saying that we are 
entitled to the motion to recommit. 
The parliamentary inquiry is will the 
points of order be waived for the mi-
nority under the motion to recommit? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The rule 
does not waive points of order for the 
motion to recommit.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK), a senior member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
the ranking member on the Sub-
committee on Health. 

(Mr. STARK asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to oppose H.R. 2, which benefits 
only the wealthy among us. It is inter-
esting as this bill becomes law my 2003 
tax cut will be equal to my daughter’s 
entire annual income as a fifth grade 
teacher in California, while she will re-
ceive less than $8 a week as a tax cut, 
and that is wrong. 

Republicans are throwing $550 billion 
down the drain to the richest 5 percent 
among us. Let us take a moment to see 
who loses. Nearly 9 million unemployed 
workers are going to lose out, because 
they will get no unemployment bene-
fits. Our children will lose out, because 
they will be left behind and they will 
get no education benefits. America’s 
seniors will see Medicare and Social 
Security weakened. Low income moth-
ers and children who depend on Med-
icaid and CHIP for their health care 
will lose out because these programs 
are being slashed. 

Why are Republicans pursuing this 
tax cut? They hate poor people. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Washington (Ms. 
DUNN), a member of the committee. 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of this legislation to strengthen 
our economy, to create jobs and to pro-
vide tax relief to millions of America’s 
workers and their families. This is a 
sensible, thoughtful approach to stimu-
late economic growth and job creation. 

The people I represent in Washington 
State are particularly aware of the 
need in our economy for a stimulus. 
Our State’s unemployment rate is ap-
proximately 7 percent. My State is 
ranked consistently in the top three 
States with the highest unemployment 
rate in the Nation. 
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In this Congress we have been espe-

cially sensitive in extending numerous 
times unemployment benefits to pro-
vide a safety net for those workers who 
have lost their jobs, but we also all 
know that the very best safety net for 
our workers is to stimulate the job 
market so these folks can go back to 
work.

b 1145 

Estimators predict that this legisla-
tion will create over 1 million jobs by 
the end of 2004. In Washington State 
alone, this legislation would create 
17,000 jobs within the next 18 months. 

These jobs are going to be created 
largely by the millions of small busi-
nesses in our Nation. We all know that 
small business is the engine of our 
economy. Nearly 80 percent of the ben-
efits from reducing the highest mar-
ginal tax rates will help small business 
owners. 

Equally important, this legislation 
touches the lives of tens of millions of 
American individuals and their fami-
lies. Beyond the stimulus of economic 
effects, we ensure that taxpayers can 
keep more of their own money. 

By raising the child tax credit, par-
ents can pay for the child care services 
their children may need. 

By reducing the marginal income tax 
rates, individuals will have more take-
home pay through lower withholding. 
By eliminating the marriage penalty 
sooner rather than later, couples can 
save for their first home. 

By reducing the tax on dividends, we 
are directly helping senior citizens who 
depend on dividend income to supple-
ment their Social Security payments; 
and by reducing capital gains taxes, we 
are also helping older parents whose 
children have moved away and who 
now are downsizing by selling their 
homes. 

This constructive tax cut package 
will stimulate economic growth, it will 
create jobs, and it will leave more 
money with the people who earned 
those dollars in the first place. 

This is exactly how we should help 
our economy, Mr. Speaker; and I urge 
my colleagues to join in support for 
this bill. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire from the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, since so 
few Republicans want to speak in sup-
port of the bill, whether he would con-
sider yielding some time to the Demo-
crats. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, in exam-
ining the number of Members who are 
enthusiastic on my side of the aisle 
about this bill, what I am trying to do 
is figure out a way to allow for senior 
members on the committee to have a 
full expression of their support in a 
particular manner, and there are many 
other Members of the Republican Con-
ference who are not on the committee 

and have requested time to speak as 
well. And what I am trying to do is 
manage the time in a way that the 
more-senior members have an oppor-
tunity to present the particulars of the 
bill and that the other Members also 
have a chance to speak. 

So we are going to be working on try-
ing to fit all of the people in. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from California for whatever he 
said. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), 
a senior member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means and the ranking mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Trade. 

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
lican bill is not a growth bill; it is fis-
cally irresponsible for this Nation and 
is unfair to individual taxpayers. Only 
9 percent of the tax cuts will take ef-
fect this year. It would mean more and 
more and more deficits. This bill 
should carry on with the sign, ‘‘Defi-
cits don’t Matter.’’ A family with $1 
million in income this year would save 
95,000 bucks in taxes. A family with 
$40,000 to $75,000, only $218. 

A rising tide of tax breaks for the 
very, very, very wealthy will not raise 
all boats, only very big yachts. I urge 
a ‘‘no’’ vote.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS), 
a member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
workers’ bill. This bill will benefit the 
American worker. It will open jobs, 1.2 
million by the end of 2004, half a mil-
lion by the end of this year. This is 
good news for the American worker. 

We hear about 6 percent unemploy-
ment, but we do not hear the flip side: 
94 percent of Americans are employed. 
This bill is about maintaining those 
jobs and adding jobs and making work-
ers more competitive in the global 
marketplace. 

There is talk about unemployment 
benefits. Mr. Speaker, the best unem-
ployment benefit is a job so that people 
in this country can collect a paycheck. 
This bill does that. 

This bill helps businesses grow so 
jobs will grow. Provisions of this bill 
will keep American companies here in 
America and keep those jobs here. 

There is nothing that the American 
worker cannot do. Given a level play-
ing field of tax policies, American 
workers can out-produce, out-compete, 
and out-perform any other nation’s 
workforce. 

Some people claim this tax bill is 
only for the rich. That is wrong, and 
they know it. The President has sub-
mitted a tax bill here that will help 104 
million American taxpayers. Two-
thirds of this workers’ bill goes to child 
tax credits, expanding the number of 
taxpayers in the 10 percent bracket, 

eliminating the marriage penalty, ac-
celerating marginal rate cuts, and en-
suring that middle-income families do 
not face the alternative minimum tax. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. The 
biggest problem is that it does not go 
far enough. I would like to see more. 
However, it will stimulate the econ-
omy, it will grow jobs, it will make 
American workers more competitive 
than foreign workers. I support this 
bill and urge my colleagues to do the 
same. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN), a senior member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
an outstanding Member of the Con-
gress. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New York for 
yielding me this time. 

Make no mistake about it, this bill is 
extreme and reckless. Mr. Speaker, $550 
billion-plus, every dollar must be bor-
rowed. The Republican budget, by its 
own numbers, doubles the national 
debt from $6 trillion to $12 trillion over 
the next 10 years. Two-thirds of the re-
lief on the capital gains and on the div-
idend exclusion goes to those people 
who have incomes over $200,000. Yet, 
not one dime for the unemployed. 

Yes, we have an urgent need. We have 
an urgent need to act to extend unem-
ployment insurance benefits that ex-
pire at the end of this month. That is 
immediate, fiscally responsible. We 
have the money in our trust account, 
and it will help create jobs. Two mil-
lion Americans in the next 6 months 
will exhaust their State unemployment 
insurance benefits and will get no re-
lief. 

This bill is extreme, it is reckless, 
and it is wrong.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER), a 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
very strong support of this legislation 
that deserves bipartisan support. The 
jobs and growth package that is before 
us today is projected by independent 
economists to generate 1.2 million jobs 
over the next couple of years, and we 
do it in 2 ways: by putting extra money 
in the pocketbooks of working Ameri-
cans, by raising their take-home pay, 
by lowering their taxes, and by pro-
viding incentives for businesses to in-
vest. If we want to create jobs, we need 
investment and we need consumers to 
spend. 

Two-thirds of this tax package goes 
to individuals. In fact, the average 
family, the average tax-paying family, 
if you pay taxes, Federal taxes, you 
benefit from this proposal. Two-thirds 
of this package goes to working Ameri-
cans, individuals. Over $1,000, it is pro-
jected, the average family will see in 
higher take-home pay by doubling the 
child tax credit, this year; by lowering 
the rates for everybody, this year; and 
by eliminating the marriage penalty, 
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this year. In fact, I have a couple in my 
district I have often talked about, Jose 
and Magdalena Castillo of Jolie, Illi-
nois, laborers, construction workers. 
As a result of this legislation, their 
marriage tax penalty will be elimi-
nated this year. This is $1,400 that they 
will be able to spend back home. Think 
about that. Spend it back home in 
Jolie, Illinois, rather than back here in 
Washington, as some do. 

But this legislation also creates jobs. 
It is estimated that it is going to cre-
ate jobs by encouraging business in-
vestment, up to 1.2 million new jobs. 
The way it does that is that it encour-
ages investment in manufacturing jobs, 
technology jobs, real estate and devel-
opment jobs for construction workers. 
In fact, by doing this, we provide for 
the bonused appreciation or what some 
called accelerated appreciation, 50 per-
cent expensing. We should think about 
that. If we are investing in a business, 
investing in new security for a plant or 
a workplace to protect workers and 
customers and visitors, we will be able 
to deduct 50 percent of the cost of that 
this year, creating a job for a tech-
nology worker, or someone that is pro-
ducing that security product. The same 
thing if it is a machine tool or a com-
pany car, or telecommunications 
equipment. 

We encourage business to purchase a 
product, which the bonused apprecia-
tion will do now, and that is why this 
legislation is going to be so effective in 
jump-starting the economy now, cre-
ating 1.2 million jobs. These are all 
good provisions and are going to create 
good jobs for working Americans. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
great pleasure to yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ), a national leader in his 
own right, a leader in the Congress, 
and the chairman of the Hispanic Cau-
cus. 

(Mr. RODRIGUEZ asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Speaker, there 
is a little saying that goes that if you 
dig yourself into a hole, one of the only 
ways to get out of that hole is to stop 
digging. 

Well, the Republicans have dug our-
selves into a hole, including us, and 
promised jobs with the first $1.3 tril-
lion tax cut that we had the first year 
of the administration. Where are the 
jobs? The only way we can get out of it 
is to stop digging. 

Unemployment is growing, the Fed-
eral deficit is growing, the sense of 
frustration and despair among hard-
working Americans is growing. The 
only thing that is not growing is the 
economy. And the tax bill we are de-
bating today fails to deliver on the 
promise of new jobs. 

The President and the Republicans 
here in Congress are continuing to 
push for more and more tax cuts and, 
at the same time, not allowing us to 
have the opportunity under a demo-
cratic process to be able to submit our 

own alternative. The tax cut bill we 
are debating today does little to allevi-
ate the problems facing our families. 
While the bill under consideration 
today promises jobs and growth, the 
tax cuts are targeted primarily at the 
wealthiest of this country. It is greed, 
and that greed is going to choke the 
economy.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I really 
have a difficult time understanding the 
concept that giving people back their 
own money is greed. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HERGER), a mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the legislation before 
us appropriately titled the Jobs and 
Growth Act of 2003. That is exactly 
what our efforts today are all about: 
growing our economy and creating 
jobs. 

This legislation provides immediate 
tax relief while also making our Tax 
Code more investor-friendly and less of 
an impediment to future economic 
growth. Specifically, this bill acceler-
ates the income tax rate reductions en-
acted 2 years ago, rather than phasing 
in over the next several years as pre-
viously planned. These lower rates 
would take effect beginning this year. 

This legislation will increase the 
child tax credit from $600 per child to 
$1,000 per child. This means real tax re-
lief for families struggling to make 
ends meet. 

This bill also speeds up relief from 
the unfair marriage tax penalty and in-
creases the exemption amount for the 
alternative minimum tax, or AMT, 
meaning that fewer families will be 
subjected to this burdensome tax. 

I am especially pleased that this leg-
islation makes it easier for small busi-
nesses to make new business purchases 
by raising the amount of new invest-
ment that small businesses can deduct 
from their taxes, from $25,000 a year to 
$100,000 a year. This provision will be of 
great benefit to millions of small busi-
nesses across America. 

Mr. Speaker, the government cannot 
grow the economy or create new jobs. 
Good government policies, however, 
can allow the ingenuity of the Amer-
ican people to flourish. Let us get our 
economy moving again. I urge all of 
my colleagues to support this bill.
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Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means and 
an outstanding Member of the House.

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Chair, in a rare moment of clarity last 
night in the Committee on Rules, told 
us this is like a poker game. The 
money on the table at the end of the 
game is just the same as when you 
started, just different people have the 
money than they did at the beginning. 
And he is absolutely right. The rich get 

the money in this bill and the middle 
class gets stiffed. 

We cannot trust the middle class to 
make decent decisions. Eighty percent 
of this money, of the $500 billion goes 
to people above $75,000; $105,000 for mil-
lionaires; $325 for people making 
$40,000. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, this is not a poker 
game. This is a crap game we are in, 
and we have got loaded dice. It is 
crooked and we have got to shut this 
game down in 2004 or the middle class 
is going to be slaughtered. 

This Congress is only one thing, and 
I brought what everybody ought to get. 
I got one of these. It says here, I ap-
prove of everything George Bush does, 
Member of Congress. This is the rubber 
stamp, crooked crap game Congress.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the things I real-
ly do enjoy about the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) is that 
he is consistent. His description of my 
quote and the meaning of it is con-
sistent with the way in which he pre-
sents his version of the facts. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs. 
JOHNSON), a member of the committee.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in strong support of this 
bill and congratulate the gentleman 
from California (Mr. THOMAS) on a very 
strong and timely proposal to help peo-
ple and to get our economy moving. 

In my district, manufacturing is 
struggling. Small manufacturers are at 
risk. Jobs from those industries, the 
machine tool industry, the electronic 
components industry, the aircraft in-
dustry are hemorrhaging, reaching 20 
percent in the last 2 years. We have got 
to act. 

This bill provides not only the right 
to go back for 5 years and, carry net 
operating losses back to recover taxes 
paid, but also some dramatic, incen-
tives, the most generous expensing pro-
visions enhanced depreciation bonuses, 
to help companies invest in the equip-
ment they need to compete with China 
and the equipment they need to hire 
more people. You can go back and re-
capture. In my district a lot of small 
manufacturing companies are losing 
money this year. They lost money last 
year. But now they can go back and re-
capture tax dollars to keep themselves 
going, to keep employment up, to stay 
alive during this period or to invest in 
new machinery and equipment to make 
themselves more productive and more 
competitive in the future. 

This is the best bill for manufac-
turing that has ever come to the floor 
of the House in my 21 years in this Con-
gress, because it puts more money in 
the pockets of the people of America 
through accelerating the brackets and 
it strengthens small manufacturing. 
The capital gains and dividend provi-
sions will also strengthen the economy 
and provide some real stimulus at a 
time when economic activity is all too 
flat and the number of unemployed is 
all too great. 
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So if you want a strong manufac-

turing and a vibrant economy to get 
moving, this is a good bill at the right 
time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KLECZKA), an outstanding 
member of the committee and the Con-
gress.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, jobs, 
jobs, jobs. Two years ago the Repub-
licans in Congress passed a tax cut to-
taling $1.3 trillion, and that bill was to 
stimulate the economy, create jobs, get 
this country moving again, $1.3 tril-
lion. And you know what happened? We 
lost 2 million jobs in this country. So 
now the Republicans have another way 
to create jobs and that is another tax 
cut bill. This one totals about $1 tril-
lion if you add up the true cost of the 
bill. 

The problem with that is 70 percent 
of the benefits are going to go to the 
richest 5 percent of households in the 
country. And you do not create jobs by 
giving rich people capital gains breaks, 
profits in stocks and bonds or on divi-
dends. That is not going to create jobs. 
The only thing that this bill is going to 
stimulate, the only thing that is going 
to be stimulated with an election next 
year is campaign contributions to 
those who support it.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I invite the gentleman 
from Wisconsin to perhaps read page 
3831 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in 
which the Bipartisan Joint Committee 
on Taxation says that up to 900,000 new 
jobs in the first 5 years will be created 
by the acceleration of individual rate 
cuts and the initial increase in invest-
ments prevail. 

The gentleman does not want to be-
lieve and he has every right not to be-
lieve; but, frankly, the facts refute his 
position. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
HAYWORTH), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman, the chairman of 
the full committee, for his work on 
this legislation and would urge my col-
leagues to adopt it. 

Let me start with a point of agree-
ment with the preceding speaker in the 
well, my good friend, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZKA). Jobs, 
jobs, and more jobs. That is precisely 
what this legislation is about, to offer 
economic opportunities, to create new 
jobs. We can do that. And, indeed, I 
would commend to my friend a bill we 
passed a couple of years ago where we 
reduced the top rate on capital gains 
taxation, where we offered primary res-
idential exemption. What did we do for 
our friends in construction, in the 
building trades? We put people to work. 
People were buying homes. People had 
more of their money to save, spend, 
and invest. And rather than the notion 
of economic passive visit, and rather 
than the notion of greed, quite the con-
trary has been true. 

When the American people have more 
of their own money, it helps Main 
Street. It helps Wall Street. Mr. Speak-
er, it helps your street, because people 
have money to spend. New jobs will be 
created. The chairman pointed out the 
findings. We know it has worked. It has 
worked time and again so it will work 
in this instance. 

Support this legislation precisely be-
cause we want to create jobs. Support 
this legislation precisely because we 
want to promote economic growth. 

Now on a sad note of discord, this 
Chamber has been compared to many 
different settings. It is sad that some 
on the left want to compare this to the 
Grand Old Opry because in the words of 
that great country ballad, that is their 
story and they are sticking to it, that 
somehow this only helps the rich. 

Let me tell you, Mr. Speaker, we are 
talking about real money staying in 
the pockets of real families. We are 
talking about accelerating the per 
child tax credit to $1,000 this year. We 
are talking about eliminating the mar-
riage penalty this year. We are talking 
about moving forward this year to help 
our economy grow, to create jobs, and 
to get it done now rather than hesi-
tating, rather than waiting, rather 
than remaining in the economic dol-
drums. Support the legislation. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent, in view of the 
overwhelming interest in America and 
in the House on this bill, that the 
amount of time for debate be extended 
an additional hour. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask the 
chairman of the committee whether he 
would join with me since he was so co-
operative yesterday in the Committee 
on Rules. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. There is 
an objection heard. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. LEWIS), the conscience of the Con-
gress and a civil rights leader, since 
the Republicans object to the discus-
sion. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to express my outrage at 
this irresponsible and unfair tax bill. 
Those at the very top would get a gen-
erous tax cut, but those at the bottom 
would do no better. And there is no evi-
dence that this bill would create even 
one job. 

We can do better. We have the abil-
ity. We have the capacity to do better 
and we must do better. We owe it to 
the hardworking American who will 
not benefit under this bill, and we owe 
it to the 2.7 million people who have 
lost their jobs since President Bush 
took office. 

This bill has no compassion, not one 
ounce of compassion. It is a shame and 
it is a disgrace and I just do not under-
stand it. I cannot for the life of me un-
derstand how we can spend billions of 

dollars to rebuild Iraq, to build schools, 
to provide health care, and yet we can-
not find a cent for the unemployed here 
at home. That is not right. That is not 
fair and that is not just. As a great Na-
tion we must do better. I ask my col-
leagues to vote down this irresponsible 
and unfair deal.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. 
RAMSTAD), a member of the committee. 

(Mr. RAMSTAD asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. I 
rise in strong support of this economic 
growth package to put Minnesotans 
back to work.

Mr. Speaker, too many people in Minnesota 
have lost their jobs, and, as a result, too many 
families are hurting. 

Nationally, over 1 million Americans have 
lost their jobs over the last 2 years because of 
sagging economic growth. 

We must pass H.R. 2, the economic growth 
and jobs package, to stimulate economic 
growth and create jobs. Economists predict 
this package of tax incentives and tax reduc-
tions will result in the creation of at least 1.4 
million new jobs in the next 2 years. 

Unfortunately, our friends on the other side 
who oppose this job-creating legislation fail to 
understand that economic growth is the key 
not only to job creation, but also to increased 
tax revenues to fund the necessary functions 
of government. 

More jobs mean more taxpayers, which 
mean more revenues, the fundamental point 
missed by critics of this economy growth pack-
age from our Ways and Means Committee. 

This critical job-creating legislation will ac-
celerate the rate cuts, marriage penalty elimi-
nation and child tax credits; increase small 
business expensing to provide the core of our 
economy with incentives to grow; and cut 
taxes on corporate dividends and capital gains 
to give the stock market a boost and promote 
private investment. 

Mr. Speaker, Minnesotans looking for work 
need jobs. The economy needs a boost. We 
need to increase business spending, con-
sumer spending and investment. This legisla-
tion will provide the incentives and tax relief 
for the economic growth and job creation we 
need now. 

Let’s pass this legislation and help put peo-
ple back to work.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, might I 
inquire about the division of time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS) 
has 9 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) 
has 201⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. NEAL), an outstanding 
member of Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. RANGEL). 

Mr. Speaker, let me stand in opposi-
tion today to this Republican deficit 
plan and remind my colleagues of the 
warning that is often cited about not 
learned from the mistakes of history. 
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Let us talk about the wise reflections 

today of David Stockman, who essen-
tially said that what was proposed 20 
years ago was fiscal folly and suggested 
in his memoirs that not only was it ir-
responsible, it represented a threat to 
the long term fiscal stability of this 
Nation. He concluded that more debt 
would be rolled up than all of the debts 
accumulated by Reagan’s 39 prede-
cessors. And after leaving as Reagan’s 
Budget Director he said, ‘‘We were not 
headed toward a brave new world as I 
had thought in February. We were not 
headed toward a vindication of the 
President’s half-revolution, as Don 
Regan and the supply-siders fatuously 
insisted in November. Where we were 
headed was toward fiscal catastrophe.’’ 

These tax cuts are geared and aimed 
towards the wealthiest of Americans. 
Again, the argument in this Chamber 
essentially is this: It is okay today to 
have a huge deficit after this economy 
soared when we repaired that philos-
ophy just a few years ago. 

Fiscal catastrophe indeed, Mr. 
Speaker, that is where we are headed. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MCNULTY), my colleague and 
a member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, let us 
talk for a moment about deficit and 
debts. I am willing to give the Presi-
dent the benefit of the doubt when he 
first proposed that huge tax cut in the 
year 2001. Maybe we did not quite know 
where the economy was going. We cer-
tainly did not know about September 
11 and the impact that would have on 
the economy. But we know where we 
are today. 

Last year we had a $159 billion budg-
et deficit. According to the President’s 
own numbers, this year we will have a 
$347 billion deficit, the biggest in the 
history of the country. Next year $385 
billion, then the biggest in the history 
of the country. The following year $295 
billion. Do the quick math. Over the 
next 3 years a trillion dollars added to 
an already existing $6.4 trillion in na-
tional debt upon which we paid $332 bil-
lion in interest last year. 

Let us stop mortgaging the future of 
our children and our grandchildren. 
This must stop. Reject this bill. 

Always remembering the famous 
words of my friend, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), when he 
said, Down where I come from, you find 
yourself in a deep hole, the first rule is 
stop digging.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. JEFFERSON), an outstanding 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Mr. JEFFERSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, the folks at home must 
be really confused about this debate 
today. A few years ago we heard the 
Republican leadership come to the 
floor with a tax bill saying we were 

awash in cash and we needed to give 
the people back their money. And the 
government should not have the 
money, the people should have it.
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The trouble is before we could give 
the folks their money back, the gov-
ernment spent the money. Now we are 
back telling them the same thing, it is 
the people’s money, we ought to give 
them back their money, but the only 
way to give them back the money this 
time is to borrow the money. 

This does not make any sense. It is 
about like a businessperson saying I do 
not have any money, do not have any 
cash, do not have any profits, but I 
want to give my folks a distribution. I 
am going to go borrow money at the 
bank, give it back and give folks a dis-
tribution and pay for it later somehow, 
some way. 

This is called a stimulus package but 
a stimulus package ought to be tem-
porary in effect. It ought to stimulate 
consumption. The only stimulus pack-
age we can have to make any sense is 
have consumption on the part of 
States, on individuals or on the part of 
business. 

We leave the folks out of this pack-
age who could probably provide the 
stimulus that we are looking for. The 
folks who are in the 10 and 15 percent 
bracket do not get a break under this 
deal. The folks who work every day and 
who do not pay income taxes, who pay 
payroll taxes through the nose, do not 
get a break under this bill. These folks 
would actually consume something in 
this economy if we put the money back 
in their hands. 

This is a wrong-headed bill. I urge it 
be voted down. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. TANNER), a member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I adopt 
everything that has been said about 
the debt of this country. We are going 
broke, if anybody looks at it, but I 
want to say one thing here this morn-
ing. 

This is a sad day. My colleagues can 
hide a lot of things around theories of 
job creation and so forth, but there is 
one thing they cannot hide today, and 
that is we are borrowing money after 
we sent young men and women in uni-
form to die in Iraq. We buried one in 
west Tennessee last week, and my col-
leagues cannot deny the fact that what 
is going on here this morning is shame-
ful. 

They are borrowing money to give a 
tax cut to people like me, to give the 
bill to the kids that died in Vietnam 
and Cambodia and everywhere else over 
there, but today in Iraq and Afghani-
stan they are doing it. They are bor-
rowing the money and giving them a 
bill and they have got to pay interest 
on it. There is no honor in that. No 
President and no Congress since the 
war of 1812 has sent people into war and 
then tried in no way to pay for it, no 

way, and what they are doing is there 
is no honor here this morning. This 
room reeks with the stain of what we 
are doing. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, could I 
get some understanding of the time 
that is remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL) has 161⁄2 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) has 9 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), a member of 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I think 
my colleague from Tennessee was 
right. 

We talk these days about shared sac-
rifice. We have men and women in uni-
form who are returning from service 
where they were in harm’s way. These 
are individuals, all of our enlisted men 
and women, who earn incredibly less 
than $30,000 a year. They put their life 
on the line for us. They are looking to 
come back home and have a job. 

It is true, jobs, jobs, jobs are what 
matter. Yet today we are hem-
orrhaging 75,000 jobs per month in this 
country. We have lost nearly 3 million 
jobs since President Bush took office in 
2001. We need jobs, not deficits. Yet, 
that is what we are getting from this 
tax cut bill. Deficits do matter. 

A $550 billion tax cut mostly for the 
wealthy will blow up the bank. We 
have a $350 billion deficit for this year. 
We pay a quarter of a trillion dollars a 
year in interest on the national debt. 

What is the message to our returning 
soldiers? It is $100,000 for a millionaire 
in tax cuts. They will get about $200 for 
the year, about enough to pay for a 
tank of gas a month. Our children will 
pay for this tax cut. Let us defeat this 
bill.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP), 
a member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
commend the chairman for putting to-
gether a balanced jobs bill. This legis-
lation helps families, wage earners and 
employers by improving incentives for 
job creation, work and savings. 

The child credit is doubled, strength-
ening families. For wage earners the 
marriage penalty relief and tax rate 
cuts are accelerated, particularly effec-
tive in small and medium businesses 
and family farms. These flow-through 
family businesses result for more than 
40 percent of the net income in this 
country. 

The legislation provides job creation 
incentives for all employers by increas-
ing expensing for small business em-
ployers, by increasing the bonus depre-
ciation element for other employers. 

Michigan has the largest unemploy-
ment they have had in 9 years. By low-
ering the Federal tax burden, we will 
help expand the economy. Faster eco-
nomic growth would create jobs and, 
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particularly in the small business area, 
will allow them to remain the engine of 
economic growth in this country. 

Vote for this bill. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, when it 
comes to turning around this economy, 
assisting the many who have lost their 
jobs since President Bush got his, this 
Administration does not have a clue. 
With a deficit larger than a fleet of air-
craft carriers, these Republicans have 
no idea how to bring our struggling 
economy in for a soft landing. 

As always, their snake oil cure-all is 
the same old ‘‘Dr. George’s red-ink 
elixir.’’ No matter how irresponsible, 
no matter how many lives are endan-
gered, they award more tax breaks to 
the fat cats, and if you are not among 
the elite few, than, frankly, my dear, 
they do not give a flip. 

With the largest deficit in American 
history adding to a national debt spi-
raling to almost unimaginable heights, 
extremists borrow more from us all in 
order to give tax breaks to a few, and 
the funds they so freely loot are the 
very hard-earned dollars we contribute 
for our Social Security and Medicare. 

In Texas, we are suffering a freeze on 
hiring teachers, no new textbooks, and 
meanwhile while the President breaks 
his promise to fund $9 billion of the 
‘‘Leave no child behind’’ law. This rev-
enue depleting vote is the major edu-
cation vote of the year. The bill does 
not raise all boats. It hangs an im-
mense anchor of debt on the necks of 
our children to whom it denies oppor-
tunity.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Dakota (Mr. POMEROY), a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, we have 
before us a bill that will add more than 
half a trillion dollars to the national 
debt. Advertised as a jobs bill, 89 per-
cent of this budget buster does not do 
a thing this calendar year. According 
to the New York Times, the benefits go 
overwhelmingly to the wealthiest few 
in this country. 

We could do so much better and it is 
pretty darn clear they cannot even de-
fend this monstrosity. Why else would 
they reduce debate to a single hour? 
Why else would they deny all amend-
ments? Why else would they deprive 
the minority of our historic right to 
offer an alternative, one that stimu-
lates the economy with tax cuts to 
small businesses and working families 
without exploding the deficit? 

If the majority was so confident 
about this proposal, one would think 
they would welcome debate. One would 
think they would love a side-by-side 
vote, their proposal and our proposal. 
Instead, they are shamefully jamming 
this proposal through this House, 
sticking our children with hundreds of 
hundreds of billions of dollars of addi-
tional national debt to fund a tax cut 

windfall to the wealthiest few in this 
country. 

Reject this shameful bill. 
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Mrs. JONES), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
over the past 5 months I have had the 
opportunity to have my first service on 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and I must say it has been very, very 
interesting and a wonderful experience. 

Right now, in the State of Ohio 
where my colleague who sits on Ways 
and Means with me, we have 57,000 jobs 
that were lost in the City of Cleveland, 
167,000 jobs that were lost in the State 
of Ohio, since this President took of-
fice. 

What I would have wanted to see is 
the people of the State of Ohio who 
have been laid off and blocked out hav-
ing to have the opportunity to get un-
employment benefits. What I wanted to 
see is when we are in a terrible situa-
tion, a recession, that my State would 
have received some money to help the 
people who need a prescription drug 
benefit, the kids who need child care 
and day care. What I did not see in this 
tax cut proposal presented by the 
chairman of the committee is any help 
for them. 

I understand business and business 
wants support, but all the business peo-
ple in my community said do not give 
me a tax cut, help the poor.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN), 
one of the most senior members of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding me the time, 
and I thank my colleague from Ohio 
who just spoke. 

One thing that excites me about this 
bill is it will create 1.2 million new jobs 
by the end of next year, including over 
34,000 new jobs in the State of Ohio. 
The folks from Cincinnati where I 
come from who are unemployed want a 
job, and that is what this bill is all 
about. 

I congratulate the chairman, I con-
gratulate the President for taking us 
down this track. This bill addresses 
what ails us in our economy. 

First, consumer demand is down. We 
provide more money in people’s pock-
ets this year. Someone just said it is 
not this year. It is this year. Compa-
nies will withhold less this year. They 
will have more money to spend, in-
creasing consumer demand. 

Second, it helps small business, very 
directly, and that is the engine of new 
economic growth and new jobs. 

Third, and most importantly I be-
lieve, it gets business investment back 
where it ought to be. In the last 3 
years, every economist, right, left or 
center, will tell my colleagues the 
same thing, business investment is 

down. We have got to increase that. 
That is what the dividends tax piece is 
about. That is what the capital gains 
piece is about. It is to get businesses 
back in the business of expanding plant 
and equipment and creating new jobs. 

I would ask my colleagues on the 
other side, what it is their idea? I know 
some of my colleagues think by send-
ing money from Washington back to 
the States it creates jobs, but that is 
government-to-government transfer. I 
do not see that as creating jobs to en-
sure that unemployment does go down. 
It is 6 percent now. It is too high. It is 
too high in Ohio, it is too high around 
the country. 

To ensure that the stock market goes 
up, which this bill will do, the econo-
mists, again, regardless of their affili-
ation with what organization, right, 
left or center, say it will help bring the 
stock market up. 

Finally, in order to get this economy 
on a growth path again, I strongly sup-
port this legislation. I hope my col-
leagues will do so on a bipartisan basis. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

The gentleman from Ohio had the au-
dacity to say what is our idea after 
they stayed up all night to deny us the 
opportunity to express our ideas. I am 
telling my colleagues, in New York 
they call that hutzpah. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as she 
may consume to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATERS). 

(Ms. WATERS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the Thomas tax 
plan. The reckless tax cut contained in 
the Thomas plan is unfair and is irre-
sponsible.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to 
the Thomas Tax Plan. The reckless tax cut 
contained in the Thomas bill is unfair, fiscally 
irresponsible, and the perverse and persistent 
Republican obsession with dividend cuts will 
do nothing to create the jobs that our people 
so desperately need. 

Mr. Speaker, mark my words: This bill will 
continue the pattern of tax increases in states 
and municipalities throughout our country as 
our state and local governments struggle to 
replace the resources that the Federal govern-
ment no longer is providing. 

True to the Republican Party’s credo, the 
Thomas bill is a rich persons’ bill, with relief 
completely targeted toward those who need it 
least. It will load up our children and grand-
children with massive debt, debt that middle 
class families simply cannot carry. The Repub-
licans will euphemistically call this a jobs bill, 
but just whom do they think that they are kid-
ding? 

This bill is hostile to families and loaded 
with accounting gimmicks calculated to con-
ceal the size and cost of the Thomas pro-
posal. Can you imagine that anyone genuinely 
interested in middle class families would offer 
a bill with a $1000 child tax credit for 2005 
that actually reduces the child tax credit to 
$700 in 2006? 

While this bill is a very bad deal for low-and 
middle-income families, it’s an answered pray-
er for millionaires. According to the Tax Policy 
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Center, on average, the House GOP tax pack-
age would provide tax cuts of $93,500 to 
those making over $1 million, while the typical 
taxpayer would get an average tax cut of $217 
(even less than the President’s plan)—less 
than 60 cents a day. In fact, 53 percent of tax-
payers would get less than $100 under the 
House GOP plan. 

Mr. Speaker, our fiscal future is on the line. 
Where is the targeted tax relief for middle-
class families in this bill? Do we want a plan 
that will create more than 1 million jobs and 
promote long-term economic growth as the 
Democrats have proposed, or do we just want 
to continue the Republican predisposition to 
pay attention solely to the wealthy? 

I will continue to stand for low-and middle-
income families, for Main Street, not Wall 
Street. All of us should. Reject the Repub-
licans’ latest early Christmas gift to the 
wealthy. Reject this ill-considered tax cut. Re-
ject the Thomas bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE). 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman very 
much for yielding to me. 

I rise in vigorous opposition to this 
very horrific bill.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in vehement opposition 
to H.R. 2, the ‘‘Job and Growth Reconciliation 
Tax Act of 2003.’’ I am completely against this 
bill for many reasons. First, and foremost, the 
provisions of this bill fail to address the em-
ployment and economic needs of struggling 
Americans. Second, I oppose H.R. 2 because 
the rule governing debate of the bill did not 
allow for consideration of the Democratic sub-
stitute, a better bill for Americans and the 
economy. 

H.R. 2 VS. DEMOCRATIC STIMULUS PLAN 
The economic plan set out in H.R. 2 is nei-

ther fair, nor fast-acting, nor fiscally respon-
sible. H.R. 2, like the President’s plan before 
it, proposes a reckless tax cut that will not cre-
ate jobs and will hurt long-term economic 
growth by saddling our children with massive 
debt. The Democrats’ substitute plan will cre-
ate more than 1 million jobs and promote 
long-term ecnomic growth. 

To jumpstart the economy, my Democratic 
colleagues have offered a real economic 
growth plan that would create more than 1 mil-
lion jobs in 2003, with significant investments 
and tax relief in 2003 for middle-class families. 
In contrast, the Republicans’ plan, set out in 
H.R. 2, only puts in place 11 percent of the 
tax cuts this year, when it is essential to pro-
vide rapid economic growth. 

Like President Bush’s plan, H.R. 2 centers 
on a tax proposal, a dividend tax cut, and a 
capital gains tax cut. None of these measures 
will create jobs. Not only do my Democratic 
colleagues oppose H.R. 2, expert economists 
and Wall Street financiers have said that the 
dividend tax cut in the Republican proposal is 
one of the least efficient means to stimulate 
economic growth. 

H.R. 2 IS A PHONY ECONOMIC STIMULUS 
H.R. 2 is an economic sham. The Repub-

licans have focused on tax cuts, which is fis-
cally irresponsible. When the Bush administra-
tion took office, the United States had a pro-

jected $5.6 trillion 10-year surplus. If the tax 
cuts in H.R. 2 are passed they will have cre-
ated a $2 trillion deficit over the next 10 years. 
That is a loss of $7.6 trillion.

Even Federal Reserve Chairman Alan 
Greenspan, says that these huge deficits actu-
ally threaten economic growth. On April 30, 
2003, in testimony before the Senate Banking 
Committee, Chairman Greenspan said, ‘‘It is 
very important for us to maintain the degree of 
fiscal restraint over the years ahead, because 
it’s only under those conditions that I think we 
can create a fiscal policy which significantly 
assists in acceleration of economic growth.’’

The increased Child Tax Credit is also a 
sham. The Republicans make the increase in 
the child tax credit a temporary afterthought. 
The so-called increase proposed in H.R. 2 for 
the child tax credit will drop in 2006 from 
$1000 to $700. This is no way to put families 
and our children first. In H.R. 2 the Repub-
licans clearly display their priorities. The Re-
publicans give tax breaks to the wealthy, while 
America’s middle class and poor families are 
shortchanged. 

SHORTCHANGING THE FUTURE 
Next year, the Republican plan proposes tax 

cuts totaling nearly $44 billion to individuals 
who make $374,000 a year or more. The Re-
publican tax cuts not only shortchange families 
and children, but also America’s senior citi-
zens. 

At the beginning of this Administration, the 
government was projected to save every dollar 
of the Social Security surplus. However, under 
H.R. 2, Republicans would borrow and spend 
all of the money from the Social Security Trust 
Fund over the next 10 years. Furthermore, 
H.R. 2 provides tax cuts of $93,500 to those 
making over $1 million. Yet, taxpayers in the 
low to middle income bracket would get an av-
erage tax cut of only $217, far too little to 
stimulate our sluggish economy.

THE 18TH DISTRICT OF TEXAS 
A tax cut that saves Americans an average 

of only 60 cents per day is insufficient. In my 
district, the 18th Congressional District of 
Texas, which includes Houston, Harris County 
and other areas, the Republican plan will cut 
$13,508 for taxpayers making the top 2 per-
cent of area incomes. For taxpayers in the 
lower 56 percent of incomes, the Republican 
plan cuts merely $136. Clearly, the Republican 
tax cuts do little for the majority of taxpayers 
in my district. 

The Republican’s capital gains provisions 
likewise do little for my District. Ninety percent 
of taxpayers in the 18th District of Texas earn 
less than $100,000 per year. Those individuals 
would received an average of $38 from the 
capital gains and dividend tax cut. In my Dis-
trict, 82 percent of taxpayers would receive no 
benefit at all from the reduction of capital 
gains taxes, while 79 percent of taxpayers in 
my district would receive no benefit from the 
reduction of dividend taxes. 

One might call H.R. 2 the ‘‘do little’’ tax 
plan. In my district, many could call this the 
‘‘do nothing’’ plan because nothing is what 
they will receive if the Republican bill passes. 
H.R. 2 will not create real growth in my District 
or anywhere else in our economy. Similarly, 
H.R. 2 will not create real relief for the many 
Americans who are struggling to provide for 
themselves and their families during these try-
ing economic times. 

Although the unemployment rate continues 
to climb, the Republican bill causes the ex-

tended unemployment benefits program to ex-
pire on May 31. That will lead to millions of 
families being denied needed unemployment 
insurance at the end of this month. Not only 
would extending benefits help the families of 
nearly 5 million out-of-work Americans pay 
their bills. It would also efficiently put money 
into the pockets of consumers who will stimu-
late the economy through spending. 

H.R. 2 professes to create about 1 million 
jobs in this country with a $550 billion tax cut. 
In other words, those new jobs, even if they 
were created, would come at a cost of over 
$550,000 per job. Let me say that another 
way, the Republicans plan to create only 2 
jobs for every $1 million dollars of federal in-
vestment. That is a terrible return. 

A better investment would be to put that $1 
million into state and local health care pro-
grams. An investment in those programs 
would support 26 jobs, instead of just 2. In-
vesting $1 million into the public schools cre-
ates 28 jobs. 

In other state and local programs such as 
homeland security, police or fire protection $1 
million can produce 27 jobs. Putting $1 million 
into these programs create 13 or 14 times 
more jobs than the Republican plan. The 
Democratic plan costs less and produces 
more. Our plan invests money where it will 
make the most significant and immediate im-
pact. Under our plan, the money goes to the 
people and states that will spend, and create 
jobs right now. 

DEMOCRATIC SUBSTITUTE CREATES JOBS AND 
PROMOTES GROWTH 

In January, Democrats unveiled a short-term 
economic growth plan to help jump-start the 
economy now. Now, Democrats have built on 
that plan by focusing on both short-term and 
long-term strategies to create jobs. Our plan, 
which does not add to the deficit, includes 
economic proposals that are worthy of this 
country. 

The Minority party has heard the cries of 
our constituents, we have listened to eco-
nomic experts, and we know that tax cuts for 
the middle-class encourage spending and cre-
ate jobs. The Democratic plan increases the 
current child tax credit to $800, and speeds up 
marriage penalty relief and the expansion of 
the 10 percent bracket. 

FUNDS FOR FINANCIALLY-PRESSED FAMILIES AND THE 
UNEMPLOYED 

The Democratic plan pumps money into the 
economy by extending unemployment benefits 
to the millions of unemployed workers who 
cannot get jobs. The Democratic bill would 
continue the extended unemployment benefits 
program for an additional 9 months. The 
Democratic plan will also double the duration 
of unemployment benefits from 3 to 26 weeks, 
and provide more coverage for millions of 
workers who have already exhausted their 
federal unemployment benefits but are still out 
of work. Economists have estimated that each 
$1.00 of unemployment benefits leads to 
$1.73 in economic growth. 

SUPPORT FOR STATES AND LOCALITIES 
Almost every state in America is burdened 

with a deficit. Many states are laying off teach-
ers and canceling needed maintenance on 
school buildings. Yet, the Republican eco-
nomic plan fails to provide one penny for state 
aid, while calling for $1.2 trillion in new tax 
cuts. Fiscal crises in the states are forcing tax 
increases and cuts not only in education but 
also in other critical programs in the states. 
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The cuts undermine the economy’s recovery 
and decimate planning for the future. The 
Democratic plan provides states with $44 bil-
lion this year to avoid these cuts. 

Allocating $44 billion to the states will ad-
dress critical needs for our constituents in the 
areas of health care, education, homeland se-
curity, transportation, and infrastructure. 
Among other things, the Democratic plan pro-
vides $18 billion for a 1-year increase in the 
Medicaid payments to states for children, low-
income seniors, people in nursing homes, and 
the disabled. Funding programs such as these 
create more economic stimulus than hefty tax 
cuts for the wealthy. 

BUSINESS INCENTIVES FOR JOB CREATION 
The Democratic plan includes $32 billion in 

tax relief for the small businesses that are the 
backbone of our economy, as well as other 
business investments. The Democratic plan 
provides immediate tax relief for small busi-
nesses and enables them to generate invest-
ment and jobs in 2003 and 2004. The Demo-
cratic plan triples the amount small businesses 
can write off their taxes for new investments 
made in 2003 and in 2004 from $25,000 to 
$75,000. 

In addition, the Democratic plan provides 
immediate tax relief for all businesses to in-
vest in new plant and equipment in 2003. Spe-
cifically, the plan speeds up bonus deprecia-
tion provisions, so that businesses can write 
off 50 percent for investments in plants and 
equipment in 2003. These provisions will en-
courage new investments now when the econ-
omy needs it most. 

The Democratic plan also includes a busi-
ness tax cut that directly helps the long-term 
unemployed get new jobs. This tax cut en-
courage business to hire people who have 
been out of work at least 6 months, the plan 
provides these companies with a tax credit 
worth up to $2,400 (40 percent of the first 
$6000 in annual wages). 

By encouraging companies to start hiring 
again, this credit helps grow the economy by 
putting people back to work at the same time 
as it helps the specific businesses that hire 
people. 

CONCLUSION 
Mr. Speaker, for these many reasons I op-

pose H.R. 2, and encourage my colleagues 
not to pass this misguided legislation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR). 

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr. 
Speaker, 2 years ago today, my son’s 
13th birthday, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. THOMAS) told us that 
his tax breaks then would create jobs. 
It did, 229 of them, but the rest of 
America lost 2 million jobs. He said it 
would stimulate growth. It did, $817 
billion of new debt that my kids and 
other kids and those kids coming home 
from Afghanistan, those kids coming 
home from Iraq are going to have to 
pay. 

I think it is incredibly important 
that 2 years to the day that my col-
leagues have increased the debt by $817 
billion, they are saying let us do it 
again, and when I go home and see my 
son tonight, I have got to look him in 
the eye and say, I failed you, I failed 
you because I let folks think for the 
present at the expense of the future. I 

let folks like the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) and others who 
promised to be for a balanced budget, 
who promised to be fiscally respon-
sible, I failed because I did not get 
them to keep their promise. 

I am going to keep my promise and 
be fiscally responsible. I beg my col-
leagues to do the same. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 15 seconds to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM).

b 1230 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, in 

response to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. TAYLOR), when I first 
came here, there was a $5.2 trillion 
debt. That is nearly a billion dollars a 
day. We paid off over $400 billion in 
debt when we balanced the budget. It is 
hard to decrease that when we inherit 
a 5.3. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. STENHOLM), a voice that is heard 
in the Congress and throughout the 
United States. 

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, we 
can shout down the gentleman from 
Mississippi, but the facts are the debt 
is going to go up $1.4 trillion in less 
than 2 years’ time under the leadership 
of this side of the aisle. That is more 
than occurred in the first 205 years of 
this country. This tax cut that we vote 
today will borrow $800-plus billion over 
the next 10 years just to pay for it. 

I am standing up for my grand-
children today. The other side of the 
aisle can continue to ignore it; but let 
me point out all of the charts we have 
seen up here today, I assume for this 
moment they are all accurate, doing 
everything they profess to do over 
their economic game plan, we will owe 
$12 trillion at the end of 10 years’ time. 
And some time between now and July 
1, they are going to have to stand up 
and vote to increase the debt ceiling to 
pay for that which they argue for 
today. 

Do they really want to do that for 
our grandchildren? Or should we start 
looking into the future and not con-
tinue to look for what is good for us 
today? My vote today is with my 
grandchildren, not for us. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, can I get 
a reading on the remaining time on 
this short debate? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL) has 10 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) has 61⁄4 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. MICHAUD). 

(Mr. MICHAUD asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, today in 
some parts of Maine, unemployment is 

over 30 percent. Under this plan, 94 per-
cent of the people in my district will 
get an average tax cut totaling only $52 
from the cuts on capital gains and divi-
dends. How will this plan put money in 
their pockets to spend and consume so 
we can stimulate the economy? How 
will this help them get jobs? 

I spent the last 29 years before I was 
elected to Congress working in a paper 
mill. I know what working people need, 
and this bill will not help the working 
people at all. I have no problem with 
tax cuts. I support the marriage pen-
alty relief, estate relief tax, bonus de-
preciation, additional expensing, and 
expanding the 10 percent tax bracket; 
but we have got to choose measures 
that we can afford, and we have to 
choose measures that actually stimu-
late the economy. 

Let us not run up a greater deficit or 
put Social Security in danger with a 
tax cut that even Alan Greenspan 
thinks will not help the economy. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), one of the 
major drafters of the substitute bill. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, when I 
was last up here on the rule, we had 
this chart here which shows what hap-
pens, the damage done to the deficit, to 
the bottom line. It is $426 billion this 
year, $494 billion, totalling $4 trillion 
over 10 years. I ask the question: Is 
there not a better way? Indeed, we had 
a better way. We had an alternative 
which, for no impact on the deficit long 
term, we could have added, according 
to the macroeconomic economic advis-
er’s model, the same one they are 
using, 1 million new jobs stimulating 
the economy to that effect in calendar 
year 2003 for seven times the amount of 
money. 

For the $550 billion tax cut here, we 
only get 600,000 jobs. Why would they 
not at least allow us to come here in 
the well of this House, this free mar-
ket, this forum for America, and 
present what is manifestly a better 
plan if we want to create jobs, twice as 
many jobs as their proposal will create, 
and it has no long-term effect on the 
budget? That is because what we are 
going to do here is start up the econ-
omy, but we are not going to increase 
the deficit and the idea is because that 
will stifle growth and kill jobs. We had 
a better plan, and they would not let us 
offer it. The question is why.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN). 

(Mr. MORAN of Virginia asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to oppose this reckless Republican tax 
cut in a budget already plagued by deficits as 
far as the eye can see. 

In light of the worst fiscal reversal in the na-
tion’s history, the Republican leadership has 
decided to propose more of the same failed 
policies. In addition, the leadership is sty-
mieing debate by bringing a closed rule to the 
floor and prohibiting the Democrats from offer-
ing an alternative proposal. 
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This proposal to be debated today will do 

nothing to stimulate the economy, create jobs, 
increase investor confidence, or put money 
back in the hands of the people who need it 
the most. In fact, all this tax bill will do give tax 
breaks to people who don’t need it on the 
backs of our children and grandchildren. 

The Republican tax bill is cloaked in a se-
ries of half-truths. The leadership has placed 
a $550 billion price tag on this measure, but 
we all know that because major provisions of 
the bill are scheduled to expire after the three 
years, the true cost of the tax cut will be much 
higher. 

How can this body even justify considering 
large upper-bracket tax cuts that will worsen 
the long-term deficit to $1.2 trillion over the 
next 10 years? We should be paying down the 
national debt to prepare for the retirement of 
the baby boom generation, set to begin in 5 
years. 

If Democrats were given the opportunity to 
offer our plan, the Democratic Jobs and Eco-
nomic Growth Plan, people would see a true 
contrast. They would see a responsible eco-
nomic proposal designed to stimulate the 
economy now. Our plan is a fair, fast-acting, 
and fiscally sound alternative. 

The Democratic plan includes tax cuts for 
working families and small businesses, and 
creates more than one million jobs by the end 
of 2003 and does not inflict the long-term 
damage to the budget that the Republican 
plan does. 

Finally, by providing tax cuts to working 
families and extending unemployment bene-
fits, the Democratic plan helps average Ameri-
cans, the people most likely to spend money 
and boost consumer demand, thus creating 
jobs. 

I am sure this body will end up passing this 
dangerous Republican tax bill, and when it 
does, we will be adding another $2 trillion of 
debt that our children and grandchildren are 
going to have to pay. It is almost criminal to 
be saddling future generations with having to 
finance a tax cut for us today. 

Mr. Speaker, this tax cut is reckless and ir-
responsible and not in the best interests of 
this nation. I strongly urge this body to oppose 
this measure.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER). 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, we are now $2 trillion 
into the Republican economic scheme. 
First, they gave away a trillion dollars 
because we had such a big surplus, they 
wanted to return it to the people. Now 
we have trillions of dollars of debt. 
Now they want another trillion dollars, 
and they have not created a single job. 
The American people have been wait-
ing for 2, 2.5 years for jobs, and this bill 
does nothing to create a job. 

This bill does nothing but increase 
the deficit. It does nothing but increase 
the giveaways to the wealthiest people 
in this country. Yet the American peo-
ple and their families are waiting to 
have the opportunity to go back to 
work, to stimulate the economy. But 
that is not what this legislation does. 
This legislation ignores the needs of 
working people in this country, ignores 
the needs of those families of working 
people in this country, and ignores the 

needs of those children who live in 
those families of working people in this 
country. How does it do it? By simply 
showering a trillion dollars over the 
next 10 years on Americans who do not 
need this money, many of whom have 
come to us and said, do something pro-
ductive with it, and ignores the prob-
lems in the economy of this country. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. MCCRERY), a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. MCCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve the Federal Reserve’s recent 
warning about the dangers of deflation 
is worth noting in the context of this 
debate. The spectre of deflation, I be-
lieve, raises the stakes in this debate 
over a growth and jobs plan. In fact, 
the May 6 statement of the Federal Re-
serve Board’s Open Market Committee 
can itself be read as a plea to Congress 
to take the steps necessary to spur eco-
nomic growth and prevent deflation. 

The Wall Street Journal on its edi-
torial page recently said, ‘‘In any case, 
Mr. Greenspan’s main duty is mone-
tary policy, and that is where his words 
really matter. His deflation warning 
ought to be a wake-up call to Con-
gress.’’

Lower tax rates to stimulate growth 
and greater liquidity to prevent defla-
tion is exactly the right policy mix. 
The Fed has supplied the liquidity; it is 
up to us in the Congress to supply the 
lower tax rates. 

Our Nation’s economy is in trouble. 
Americans expect the President and 
the Congress to take action to get the 
economy out of the ditch, back on the 
road creating jobs. Republicans and 
Democrats may differ on how best to 
use fiscal policy to help the economy, 
but to do nothing should not be an op-
tion. This President should be given a 
chance to use his policies to turn 
around our economy. This bill does just 
that. It obtains all of the elements of 
the President’s economic growth and 
jobs proposal. Let us pass this bill; give 
the President a chance to lead us out of 
economic darkness. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. FORD). 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, this debate 
has boiled down to simply a difference 
in priorities. I agree with a lot of my 
colleagues that a tax cut is probably 
needed; but we followed the advice of 
the other side of the aisle 2 years ago, 
and we have heard my colleagues, and 
the other side knows the facts because 
they hear from their constituents as 
well. Their package produced 2 million 
less jobs, 1 million people with fewer 
insurance. 

What we are asking for on this side is 
that more people have the opportunity 
to enjoy a tax cut, not simply rich peo-
ple or poor people, the wrong people. I 
do not accept some of the language. I 
just think more people should benefit. 
The Republican Party used to stand for 
that. The Republican Party used to 
stand for balancing budgets and not 

running a deficit. I guess power breeds 
a different kind of mentality here. 

Mr. Speaker, the last thing I would 
say is this, every State for every Mem-
ber here is running a deficit. My State 
is running a $400 million deficit, North 
Carolina has already cut $2 billion and 
has to cut $400 million more. Michigan 
has a $1.8 billion deficit; and I would 
say to the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CAMP), we should help the States. 

We made an argument to help the 
airlines, and it was the right thing to 
do. States do not have the advantage 
we have here at the Federal level. They 
cannot go borrowing and borrowing 
and borrowing. They have to make 
ends meet. We should help them be-
cause we would save jobs and save their 
economy. 

Last, I speak to the University of 
Tennessee graduates tomorrow at 9 
a.m. about jobs. I cannot brag about 
what the other side is doing, and they 
cannot either. Let us pass a real jobs 
package; let us reject the Republican 
package and accept the Democratic 
package.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

The Chair would ask Members to re-
spect the time yielded to them. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent for 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. HULSHOF. I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent for 5 additional minutes 
on this side and 5 additional minutes 
on the Republican side. 

Mr. HULSHOF. I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. The gentleman will take 
his seat. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, has the 
Chair ruled on the unanimous consent 
request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. FORD)? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. An ob-
jection was heard. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR). 

(Mr. FARR asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this bill. I rise in 
opposition because the author of this 
bill is from the great State of Cali-
fornia. This bill cuts $850 million out of 
the State budget, a budget that is al-
ready bankrupt. That bankruptcy af-
fects every school district in Cali-
fornia, every city and county in Cali-
fornia, every hospital in California, 
every police force and fire department 
in California. 

How can Members say at a time when 
these States are in such financial need 
we are going to help them by pulling 
the rug out from underneath them? 
This tax cut is the worse thing that 
could happen to the State of California, 
and it is shameful that a Republican 
from California is offering it.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to read some 
headlines from my state of California. These 
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are just from the last few days, but they are 
illustrative of the kinds of headlines that we 
have been seeing across our state during the 
past year: ‘‘Parents scramble to save popular 
school programs’’, the San Francisco Chron-
icle, May 8th; ‘‘San Jose faces service cuts, 
fee increases: Budget plan calls for loss of 
231 jobs’’, San Jose Mercury, May 3rd; 
‘‘Budget anxiety—California’s teachers worry 
about layoff’’, Los Angeles Times, May 6th; 
‘‘Financial crunch hits extra hard’’, Monterey 
Herald, May 4th; and ‘‘Proposed Section 8 
changes feared’’, Santa Cruz Sentinel, May 
2nd. 

Across the state of California, both state-
wide government agencies and local munici-
palities are feeling the crush of the approxi-
mately $35 billion budget shortfall. The state is 
looking for help. We are asking, much like 
New York City did in 1975, for help from our 
national leaders. And, much like Ford did in 
that day, the President and Republican lead-
ers here in Congress are sending a message 
to California: G.O.P. to California: Drop dead. 

The so-called ‘‘stimulus package’’ proposed 
by Representative THOMAS calls for—depend-
ing on who you listen to—somewhere between 
$300 and $500 billion in tax cuts. Included in 
this package is legislation that would do away 
with taxes on dividends. 

What the President and the Republicans, 
and even Representative THOMAS, a Cali-
fornia, have not told you is that this elimination 
of taxes on dividends will not just affected the 
amount of revenue coming into the federal 
government, it will also affect the amount of 
money collected by the states. The Legislative 
Analysis office of the State of California has 
calculated the State will lose approximately 
$850 million in income tax revenues if divi-
dends are no longer counted as taxable in-
come. $850 million. This will only serve to in-
crease the budget gap that already exists. I 
am fairly certain the returns to individual Cali-
fornia as a result proposed will not be as great 
as the losses the entire state. 

Unlike the Senate proposal. THOMAS’ pro-
posal does not include any direct assistance 
to the states. In fact, the President is seeking 
to cut funding entirely to programs that have 
been beneficial to California. 

The COPs program has been a wildly suc-
cessful program in the state of California, 
which provided 437 more police officers on the 
streets in California last year. What does Bush 
do? He eliminates the funding from his pro-
posed budget. 

The State Criminal Alien Assistance Pro-
gram assists California in jailing alien crimi-
nals. What does Bush do? He eliminates the 
funding in his proposed budget. 

Section 8 housing funds for low-income citi-
zens, administered by the HUD, has provided 
millions of families into housing across the na-
tion. Sure, it’s not a perfect program, but the 
President would like to see the states 
administrater the program instead. He claims 
this will save the Federal government 
money—but it he at all concerned with the 
costs, administrative and otherwise, but will be 
passed onto the states as a result? 

There is not one penny in this legislation to 
assist the states. There is not one shred of 
hope for the state of California, or the nearly 
250,000 people who are unemployed, in this 
bill. How can anyone in the California delega-
tion allow our state to suffer? How can you 
present them with this kind of legislation and 

not offer them any kind of assistance? I urge 
my colleagues to vote against this bill and 
allow the Democratic substitute to be de-
bated—which includes $40 billion in direct as-
sistance to the states. Otherwise, I can see 
the headlines now: ‘‘State Falls Deeper into 
Debt’’; ‘‘More jobs eliminated’’; and ‘‘Schools 
closing across California.’’

Let’s change the headlines. Let’s do it now, 
vote down the THOMAS bill and consider the 
democratic alternative immediately.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), a member of 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
who understands when someone stands 
up and says give us more, that is all 
they ever talk about, just give us more. 

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
before us is perhaps the most impor-
tant bill for our economy that we are 
going to be voting on this year, and I 
strongly support it because it is a 
measure that provides a powerful tonic 
for economic growth and job creation. 

We estimate that over a million jobs 
will be created as a result of this bill, 
and what I want to underscore here is 
that this bill is strongly and power-
fully pro-manufacturing. It will stimu-
late manufacturing jobs in a sector 
which has been battered by the eco-
nomic slowdown. Two provisions, the 
increase on the business expensing al-
lowance and a 5-year carryback of net 
operating losses, will go directly to-
ward preserving and creating high-pay-
ing manufacturing jobs in our econ-
omy. 

A strong expensing allowance is the 
right medicine for the ailing manufac-
turing sector. It significantly reduces 
the cost of capital so that manufactur-
ers can invest in new equipment and 
machinery and in the process dramati-
cally increase workers’ productivity. 
Allowing businesses to deduct more 
quickly the cost of capital investments 
makes those investments more afford-
able. This is seed corn for the economy. 
We need it now, and I urge passage of 
this legislation. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, could I 
have information as to how much lim-
ited time remains. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) 
has 5 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS) 
has 33⁄4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GREEN). 

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in opposition to this legislation. I 
think it is misguided and will not 
produce the economic stimulus that 
our Nation needs. The lesson we do not 
need to learn twice is that 2 years ago 
we enacted a tax cut that was heavily 
tilted toward the wealthy. It failed to 
stimulate our economy, and it wiped 
out every last bit of what budget sur-
plus we had. 

Mr. Speaker, it is high time we learn 
from our mistakes. We want to stimu-

late our economy. We need to get busi-
nesses investing in our customers and 
spending; but in cutting dividend and 
capital gains taxes, this bill is a long 
way from doing the job. 

Mr. Speaker, in my home district, 
the 29th Congressional District of 
Texas, 94 percent of my taxpayers 
bring home less than $100,000.

b 1245 

How do these tax cuts affect them? 
The dividend tax cut will give them a 
whopping $39 in tax savings. Ninety-
four percent will receive $39. That is 
not incentive. I have a district that 
consumes, they are people that work 
and they will spend the money, but let 
us give it to the folks that actually do 
that. Some 80 percent of my constitu-
ents do not report any capital gains or 
dividend income on their tax returns. 
Four out of five of my constituents see 
no tax relief from these cuts and that 
is not right. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. EMANUEL). 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from New York for 
yielding time. 

The American people find themselves 
in the middle of a job recession. This 
tax bill does nothing to kick-start the 
economy. In Illinois, in Chicago, we 
have lost 56,000 jobs, one of the great-
est losses. Fifteen months ago, we 
passed one of the largest tax cuts in 
history. The net result? 2.5 million 
Americans have lost their jobs, 5 mil-
lion Americans have lost their health 
care, $1 trillion worth of corporate as-
sets have been foreclosed on and 2 mil-
lion Americans who were at one time 
in the middle class are now in poverty. 
That has been the net result of a tax 
plan that was passed 14 months ago. 
That is how it has affected the Amer-
ican people. 

This tax cut only does exactly what 
the first tax cut did. It puts its foot on 
the accelerator and does nothing to 
focus its benefits on the economy and 
the job recession the American people 
find themselves in today. If we would 
focus on jobs and job creation, we 
would have a tax plan that would get 
bipartisan support. That is the goal of 
what our plan does, which is to produce 
jobs and kick-start the economy today 
so we can get economic growth. Less 
than 10 percent of this tax plan is de-
signed on the economy today. That is 
why it will continue the sluggishness 
that our U.S. Treasury Secretary ac-
knowledged the economy is in and con-
tinue the jobless recession that has 
been produced by the first tax cut of 
2001. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. HULSHOF). 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, in the 
real world if a family’s house’s founda-
tion begins to crumble and the family 
does not have savings enough to make 
the necessary repairs, they would take 
out a home equity loan, a short-term 
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loan, in order to rebuild the foundation 
of their family’s home. It seems that 
the majority opinion on the minority 
side is to repudiate the economic poli-
cies of President John F. Kennedy, 
that a rising tide lifts all boats. The 
substitute that was offered last night 
says that in order to stimulate the 
economy we should spend more money. 
Were that the case, America would 
never experience a recession because 
Congress always spends more money. 

The other side has said that the judg-
ment of individual Members of Con-
gress seems to be superior to the judge-
ment of America’s families as they sit 
around the kitchen table trying to pay 
the bills. We are trying to embrace 
consumer confidence and investor con-
fidence. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of H.R. 2. 
Our economy’s foundation is crumbling 
and it is time that we repair it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. BALLANCE). 

Mr. BALLANCE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. RANGEL) for yielding me this time. 

As a new Member of this 108th Con-
gress, I recently traveled throughout 
the rural areas of North Carolina. I 
find that the people who sent me down 
to Washington, D.C. are hurting. We 
are losing manufacturing jobs. When I 
go into the farm community, our farm-
ers are suffering. They have huge trac-
tors that they do not need and they 
cannot pay for. They have built barns 
that cost $15,000 that they do not have 
any tobacco to put in them. I find that 
many of these same farmers have hired 
workers to take care of their crops. 
They no longer have an opportunity to 
pay these people who can then support 
their families. 

We are hurting in rural America. We 
need an opportunity to put some 
money in the pockets of people who 
will spend it and spur this economy, 
not this plan that is being sent by the 
majority. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN). 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time and I appreciate the oppor-
tunity. 

I think the main point that we all 
need to understand is we are going to 
borrow $550 billion, not to invest in 
education, not to invest in health care 
but a giveaway to the top 1 percent. 
Four out of five people in my congres-
sional district will see no benefit from 
the capital gains. Four out of five peo-
ple in my district will not see any ben-
efit from the dividend tax. If you make 
$40,000 a year in Akron, Ohio or in 
Youngstown, Ohio, you get 100 bucks. 
Meanwhile, tuition is up 12 percent. 
Health care is up 12 percent. 

This is voodoo economics. It is bait 
and switch. It is an economic joke and 
it reminds me of the old country song 
that the gentleman cited a few minutes 
ago: You get the elevator; we get the 
shaft. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY). 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
common sense tells you the best thing 
we can do to balance the budget and 
pay down our debt is to get people back 
to work, because when you are not 
working, you are not paying Federal 
taxes, you are not paying into Social 
Security, you are not helping States 
balance their budget. 

In my home State of Texas, the 
President’s job bill will create 42,000 
new jobs each year. That is the equiva-
lent of taking the Pentagon, the 
world’s largest office building, building 
it in Texas and filling it each and every 
year with new Texas workers. This is 
real jobs at a time when we need it the 
most. And with so many new jobs wait-
ing to occur, we ought not wait an-
other day to get this to the President’s 
desk. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from New 
York (Mr. RANGEL) has 1 minute re-
maining and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMAS) has 21⁄4 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as she may consume to the 
gentlewoman from Michigan (Ms. KIL-
PATRICK). 

(Ms. KILPATRICK asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong opposition to this bill 
that America does not want. America 
needs jobs.

Mr. Speaker, I come to the floor of the 
House today with a profound sense of out-
rage. I am outraged that the majority has once 
again brought a tax cut bill to the floor that will 
further exacerbate the spiraling deficits that 
confront our government. I am also outraged 
that the majority has denied Democrats the 
opportunity to offer and debate a substitute. 
Finally, I am outraged at the disservice that 
the American public has to endure because 
they will not be afforded the opportunity to wit-
ness a full debate on the merits of the bill we 
are considering. 

The bill under consideration provides tax 
cuts for individuals and businesses totaling 
$549.5 billion over 11 years. The facts of the 
matter are, this horrific bill fails to provide real 
solutions to the problems of stagnant eco-
nomic growth, unemployment and the fiscal 
crises in the States. This bill is overwhelmingly 
skewed toward the wealthy. According to the 
Center on Budget and Policy Priorities and the 
Tax Policy Center, taxpayers with incomes of 
more than $1 million will receive an average 
tax cut of $105,600 in 2003, with $42,800 of 
that coming from cuts in the capital gains and 
dividends tax rate. Middle income taxpayers 
would receive an average tax cut of just $218. 
The top 5 percent of households would re-
ceive 75 percent of the benefits. Only one-fifth 
of households with income between $40,000 
and $50,000 a year receive any benefit at all. 

A look at the facts reveals that this bill will 
result in staggering long-term deficits that will 
burden future generations, forcing cuts in vital 
programs such as Social Security and Medi-
care and further weakening economic growth. 

I am astonished that my colleagues have the 
temerity to bring this bill to the floor, especially 
when Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span recently warned against costly new tax 
cuts when the government is already facing 
record-high deficits. It is very interesting that 
the majority will tout Chairman Greenspan 
when it suits them, and discounts his counsel 
when it runs counter to their political agenda. 

I am also outraged the bill before us does 
absolutely noting to address the budget crises 
affecting States. States are facing their worst 
budget gaps since World War II. 

Unlike the Federal Government, States must 
balance their budgets every year and have 
been forced to cut programs and lay off thou-
sands of workers. I believe that the best way 
to stimulate the economy is to put money into 
the coffers of State governments, and into the 
hands of a everyday workers like those who 
live and work in my district. This bill will do 
nothing to support programs related to edu-
cation and health care, hiring back furloughed 
employees, or extending unemployment bene-
fits to millions of the unemployed. 

My concerns are quite simple, unemploy-
ment is now at 6 percent and the number of 
workers who have been unemployed for more 
than 6 months account for 20 percent of all 
unemployed workers, the largest proportion in 
a decade. The economy has lost 2.7 million 
jobs in the last 2 years, but this bill does noth-
ing to help the unemployed. Contrary to what 
the bill’s supporters believe, a tax cut for 
wealthy investors does nothing to help unem-
ployed workers pay the bills. 

This is the third economic stimulus package 
of the Bush administration. The first two did lit-
tle to stimulate the economy and this one will 
only increase the misery index for many Amer-
icans. America cannot endure another stim-
ulus plan that results in more economic stag-
nation, sagging consumer confidence and ris-
ing unemployment. This bill does not include a 
26-week extension of unemployment benefits 
nor temporary grants to States to provide ben-
efits to low-wage and part-time workers. 

Mr. Speaker, today the majority is engaged 
in another reckless tax cut endeavor that is 
steeped in unfairness and will contribute to 
staggering deficits. I am outraged that Demo-
crats have been denied the opportunity to pro-
vide a viable alternative and Americans are 
being deprived of the opportunity to hear a full 
and open debate. 

I cannot and will not support this bill and 
urge my colleagues to be courageous and 
hold and similarly cast a dissenting vote.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like for our minority leader to close 
the debate on behalf of the Democrats 
that were denied the substitute. So 
could I make inquiry of the chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
as to how many speakers he has re-
maining? 

Mr. THOMAS. I believe we have at 
least three remaining. 

Mr. RANGEL. Would you mind if I 
waited until they got down to one? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentleman reserve the balance of his 
time? 

Mr. RANGEL. Yes. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. FOLEY), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 
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Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, between 

the Senate’s attempt to raise taxes and 
the Democrats’ desire to spend more of 
your money, we will never see eco-
nomic growth in this country. There is 
a reason the Joint Economic Com-
mittee calls this bill near-term stim-
ulus and long-term growth. 

I understand on the other side of the 
aisle their Small Business Caucus must 
be very small because they must have 
missed the business and investment in-
centives: Bonus depreciation, small 
business expensing, net operating loss 
carryback. They must have missed for 
children and families the child tax 
credit which increases to $1,000 the 
credit available for parents trying to 
raise their children. An expansion of 
the 10 percent bracket. Marriage pen-
alty relief. These are good things to 
stimulate the economy. Yet the only 
thing they can come up with is a com-
plaint that our Chief Executive and 
Commander in Chief landed his plane 
on an aircraft carrier. 

People need jobs. This bill is about 
jobs. People need tax relief. This bill is 
about tax relief. I owned a small busi-
ness. I know how to work our way out 
of a difficult economy. I wish we had 
more cooperation. I wish we had more 
participation. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure to yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the 
majority leader of the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill before us will 
lower taxes for individuals, married 
couples, parents, small businesses, in-
vestors, and workers at every income 
level, and it will create jobs. I thank 
Chairman THOMAS for producing a 
great bill, and I thank him for agreeing 
to perfect it as this process moves for-
ward. 

Mr. Speaker, this jobs and growth 
package will not only grow the na-
tional economy but through that 
growth it will help us support and fund 
the war on terror and our other prior-
ities for years to come. The American 
people understand the relationship be-
tween the war on terror and economic 
recovery, even if the opposition does 
not. 

They understand success in one de-
pends on the other. Indeed, history has 
proven, even in the last 19 months, that 
prosperity without security is fleeting 
and security without prosperity is im-
possible. Today the United States may 
be the most prosperous and secure Na-
tion on Earth, but make no mistake 
about it, people are hurting. Unem-
ployment is on the rise and anxiety 
runs high. Investment is chilled and 
the stock market is stagnant. Many 
Americans are unsure about their jobs 
and many small businesses are on the 
brink. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the Repub-
lican majority: This will not stand. 
Great nations do not cringe when their 
prosperity and security are threatened. 

But that is exactly what the opposition 
proposed. 

Last month when Americans cheered 
as Allied troops liberated 24 million 
Iraqis and removed a terrorist dictator 
from power, Democrats grumbled that 
we could have brought down that stat-
ue for a lot less money. And now this 
month they have the gall to suggest 
that we twiddle our thumbs as Ameri-
cans struggle to feed their families. 
They make time to block qualified ju-
dicial nominees and critique the Presi-
dent’s travel wardrobe, but not to de-
velop a serious plan that creates jobs. 
So embarrassing is the minority’s lack 
of leadership on the economy that they 
did not even propose a remedy to the 
economy until just yesterday. And that 
proposal? To raise taxes. How unimagi-
native. How pathetic. How typical. 

Just as they failed to propose serious 
alternatives to the energy bill, the 
budget and Operation Iraqi Freedom, 
the Democrats have once again walked 
away from the national debate. They 
have ignored the troubles of the Amer-
ican people and surrendered the field of 
public discourse. And they dem-
onstrated once again that they are un-
willing—indeed incapable—of gov-
erning in these very serious times. So 
be it. The American people saw the dif-
ferences between the parties on how 
best to deal with threats to our secu-
rity, and today they will see our dif-
ferences on how best to deal with 
threats to our prosperity. 

To those who would follow the timid 
path of the do-nothing Democrats, I 
have to thank you. Your vote will only 
make those differences all the clearer 
to the American people. But to those 
who would join the President and the 
majority today to pass this bill, you 
will be remembered, years from now, as 
the men and women of the 108th who 
got our economy moving again and 
who made the United States a safer 
and a more prosperous place. 

For your vote, I do not have to thank 
you. History will. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
the balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI). 

Ms. PELOSI. I thank the ranking 
member for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, today the House of Rep-
resentatives has a very historic deci-
sion to make. Other speakers have ref-
erenced the sacrifice of our young men 
and women in uniform in Iraq and the 
gratitude we have to them for the sac-
rifice that they were willing to make. 
They were successful in their mission. 
Our mission is to build a future worthy 
of their sacrifice. That cannot be done 
by voting for the reckless, irrespon-
sible proposal put forth by the Repub-
lican majority on this floor today. 

The distinguished majority leader 
said we did not have a plan until yes-
terday. We had a plan the day before 
the President had a plan in January, a 
plan that was fair, fast-acting and fis-
cally sound.

b 1300 
And the plan that we brought to the 

Committee on Rules yesterday was 

consistent with those provisions and 
those principles. But so frightened 
were the Republicans of the truth on 
this floor that they would not allow 
the Democratic plan for job creation 
and economic growth to be brought to 
this floor. So frightened were they of 
the truth that they have tried to si-
lence the voice of over 100 million peo-
ple in our country who are represented 
on this side of the aisle. 

We are building a visitors center out-
side for people to come and witness de-
mocracy. What do we tell them when 
we say that so many Americans cannot 
have their voices heard on this floor 
around the debate of a proposal for eco-
nomic growth and job creation? 

This day is a historic day. In many 
ways it is a sad day. And I would like 
to put it in perspective. Ten years ago, 
faced with a struggling economy and a 
growing deficit, a new Congress and a 
new President courageously passed a 
budget bill that took us on a path to 
fiscal soundness. The stock markets re-
sponded, the economy prospered, and 
we had a record of economic growth 
that is unsurpassed in our Nation’s his-
tory. We did that with Democratic 
votes only. Not one Republican was 
willing to step up to the plate for fiscal 
soundness and economic growth and 
job creation. At the end of the Clinton 
administration, by the end of the Clin-
ton administration, 22 million new jobs 
were created. The country was on the 
path of a record surplus of $5.6 trillion, 
and the unemployment rate was at an 
all-time low. To achieve that, it took 
leadership and it took courage. 

Mr. Speaker, the debate today is 
about leadership. Sadly, that leader-
ship is lacking from both President 
Bush and from the Republican Con-
gress. What a difference 2 years makes. 
President Bush and the Republicans in 
Congress have presided over the most 
dramatic deterioration in our eco-
nomic health in our Nation’s history. 
Since President Bush took office, we 
have gone from the strongest economy 
ever in the United States to a weak, 
struggling economy that was described 
by the majority leader just a moment 
ago. We have gone from historically 
low unemployment rate to losing 2.7 
million jobs in the first 2 years of the 
President’s term. In fact it is 27 
months, 2.7 million jobs, the worst 
record of job creation in nearly 6 dec-
ades. 

I call my colleagues’ attention to 
this chart. Every President since World 
War II is on the upside of the line of job 
creation. Every President except one, 
George W. Bush. President Clinton, 22 
million jobs in 8 years. President Bush, 
losing 2.7 million jobs in the first 2 
years of his term. That was a result of 
his failed economic policies. 

And what is his answer to this record 
unemployment? The same warmed-over 
stew. The same recipe for economic 
disaster. This number, 563, drives home 
the point in a personal way. Since 
President Bush became President, 
every working hour of every working 
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day, 563 Americans lose their jobs. A 
little more than the number of people 
who serve in the Congress, House and 
Senate combined, lose their jobs every 
hour of every working day since the 
President has taken office. Under the 
Republican leadership, April’s unem-
ployment rate reached 6 percent. Near-
ly 9 million Americans are out of work, 
the worst job slump since the Great 
Depression. Another 9 million have ei-
ther given up looking for work at all or 
are working part time. That is why 
today is so tragic. Tragedy is about 
missed opportunities. 

We have an opportunity today to cre-
ate jobs and build a strong economy 
without endangering our fiscal respon-
sibility. Instead, the reckless tax plan 
the President and the Republicans in 
Congress have set forth is not only ir-
responsible in its substance; it is irre-
sponsible in the bad example that the 
President and the White House set. 
They created a feeding frenzy of tax 
cuts, of trying to outdo each other, 
making matters worse. That is what is 
lacking in leadership. Not leadership to 
grow the economy and create jobs, but 
a bad example to take us on the oppo-
site course. 

So instead of having our plan on the 
floor today which is fair, fast-acting in 
creating jobs, again, fair in who bene-
fits from it, and a fiscally sound plan 
that is paid for, instead we have a reck-
less tax plan that the President has 
proposed. None of these proposals, the 
President’s, the House Republicans’, 
the Senate Republicans’, none of them 
is affordable. They do not create jobs 
and certainly in no way are commensu-
rate with the cost involved. 

Give them the benefit of the doubt. 
They keep saying they are going to 
create 550,000 new jobs, fewer jobs than 
were lost in January and February of 
this year and at the cost of a tax bill of 
$550 billion, a cost of $1 million a job. 
Where is the fiscal soundness in that? 
Where is the taxpayer getting his or 
her money’s worth? The Republican 
plan spends every penny of the Social 
Security trust fund that comes in over 
the next decade just as the baby 
boomers begin to retire.

This is so irresponsible, but do not 
just take my word for it. The Com-
mittee for Economic Development, a 
60-year-old independent group of CEOs 
and civic leaders, calls the President’s 
tax plan ‘‘arsenic poisoning for the 
economy’’ which worsens ‘‘a fiscal cri-
sis that threatens our future standard 
of living.’’ Four hundred economists in-
cluding 10 Nobel Laureates warn that 
‘‘passing these tax cuts will worsen the 
long-term budget outlook, adding to 
the Nation’s projected chronic defi-
cits’’ and will ‘‘reduce the capacity of 
the Government to finance Social Se-
curity and Medicare benefits as well as 
investments in schools, health, (and) 
infrastructure.’’

The American people want, they ex-
pect, and they deserve an economic re-
covery plan that is fair, fast-acting, 
and fiscally responsible. The Repub-

lican tax plan fails on all three counts. 
They are profoundly unfair to working 
families. They do not create jobs. Even 
the President’s own economic advisors 
admit that his plan will not create 
enough jobs to make up for those lost 
in the first 2 months, much less in the 
last 2 years. And the Republican tax 
cuts are a fiscal budgetary disaster. 

Now Republicans claim that the 
stark deficits somehow do not matter 
and that they will be erased by a grow-
ing economy. But Federal Reserve 
Chairman Alan Greenspan testified be-
fore Congress: ‘‘There’s no question 
that as deficits go up,’’ he said, ‘‘con-
trary to what some have said, it does 
affect long-term interest rates. It does 
have a negative impact on the econ-
omy,’’ and, ‘‘Economic growth alone 
cannot be safely counted on to elimi-
nate deficits.’’

Americans need to understand what 
these huge Republican deficits will 
mean for the future of our country. 
The President’s own projections show 
that the interest we will pay on the na-
tional debt will exceed all discre-
tionary spending foreclosing the oppor-
tunity to make critical and necessary 
investments in the future, again, in 
education, homeland security, health 
care for seniors, transportation, and 
the environment for years to come. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I want to say 
that it is within our power in this body 
for us to do what is right for the Amer-
ican people. It is within our power to 
support, although the Republicans will 
not let us bring it to the floor, a Demo-
cratic plan for real job growth and real 
economic growth, one that actually 
creates jobs and economic growth now 
and is fully paid for. The Democratic 
plan stands in stark contrast to the Re-
publican recklessness. The Democratic 
plan, again, is fair, it gives tax cuts to 
all taxpayers, all taxpayers, including 
those most likely to spend it, low- and 
middle-income working families. 

One of our colleagues on the other 
side said earlier our answer to this was 
to spend more money. Our plan is paid 
for, and those initiatives to help small 
businesses which in turn create jobs 
and create capital are fiscally sound. 
Our support for extending the unem-
ployment benefits, it is the most dy-
namic investment we can make. It in-
jects demand into the economy, put-
ting purchasing power into the hands 
of working families, especially those 
who are out of work and are going to 
purchase necessities. We get $1.73 of 
value for every dollar spent on that un-
employment benefit extension. We get 
9 cents for every dollar spent on the 
dividend tax exclusion. 

So I say to my colleagues this is the 
choice that America faces. This is the 
choice we should have been able to de-
bate and to vote on today. But the Re-
publican leaders know that our plan is 
fair, fast-acting, and fiscally respon-
sible, and theirs is not. So they will 
not even allow us the opportunity to 
bring to the floor, to this people’s 
House our plan for an up-or-down vote. 

The Republican plan harms the econ-
omy and repeats the failed policies 
that have deepened this job slump. In-
stead of investing in our children, the 
plan indebts them. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
reject this reckless, irresponsible Re-
publican tax cut for millionaires that 
leaves working families out in the cold. 
I urge my colleagues to say no to raid-
ing the Social Security trust fund. I 
urge my colleagues to say no to 
indebting our children instead of in-
vesting in them and their future. I urge 
my colleague to say no to the unfair-
ness of the Republican tax plan that 
overwhelmingly benefits those who 
need it least at the expense of working 
families of America, job creation, and 
economic growth. And I urge my col-
leagues to reject their plan because it 
is not true, it is not faithful to our 
mission to make a future worthy of the 
sacrifice that was made by our young 
men and women so recently for our 
country. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, has all 
time expired on the other side of the 
aisle? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). All time has expired for the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL). 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
pleasure, then, to yield the remainder 
of my time to the honorable Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT).

b 1315 

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding me time. 

I rise today to make a simple plea: 
Support this bill and support job cre-
ation in this country. 

Before I got into this game of politics 
I taught economics and history. In the 
study of history you find that some-
times two people look back at the same 
event and see different occurrences and 
that different things happened. There a 
lot of different interpretations of the 
Civil War, the War Between the States, 
whatever you might have. 

I think there are also a lot of inter-
pretations of what happened in the 
nineties to the economy. I remember 
that vote that the minority leader 
talked about that night. It was at a 
time when the Clinton administration 
was in the doldrums, it was a time 
when their economy was floundering. 
They did have a vote, and I think the 
subsequent result of that was we came 
with a Republican majority. But there 
are a lot of different views on how his-
tory develops. 

Today we see the result of that bub-
ble of the nineties deflating. We see the 
result, where businesses and corpora-
tions who based their growth on debt 
found out that maybe that was wrong-
minded. We find it is a time that 
maybe we need to make investments, 
so corporations, the creator of jobs, 
and small businesses, the creator of 
jobs, actually put out dollars, so that 
you can create jobs, and not debt, 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 03:54 May 10, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00067 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K09MY7.085 H09PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3928 May 9, 2003
where you could grow on debt because 
it is deductible on your taxes. 

What we want is for people to invest 
their money. We want small businesses 
to say we are going to invest in that 
new pickup truck, or that new product, 
or a tractor, so that we can put some-
body on it, so we can create a job, so 
that we can expense it and create more 
economic activity in this country. 

Our unemployment rate is now at 6 
percent. I have to say that that is un-
acceptable and we have to do some-
thing about it. 

We have heard that onomatopoeia of 
rhetoric, of negative words, but words 
only last so long. Words sometimes are 
an important tool in this place, but the 
fact is truth is important, and the 
truth is we need to get the economy 
going again. 

There are a couple of ways to do it. 
You can bring consumer confidence 
back. You can give families the con-
fidence they need so they can start to 
buy and invest in this economy. 

You can make sure that small busi-
ness people feel that they have the con-
fidence and they have the capital that 
they need to invest in jobs and create 
jobs. You can create an environment to 
make people feel comfortable to invest 
their money, and that is almost all of 
us. Anybody who has a 401(k) or a pen-
sion plan or a mutual fund, we are all 
investors, and we have seen in these 
rocky times some of those investments 
go down. But we need to give those 
folks the confidence that they can in-
vest in this economy and see it grow 
again. 

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Ways 
and Means and the chairman of the 
Committee on Ways and Means put to-
gether a bill that does those things. 
Eighty percent of all jobs are created 
by small business, so the gentleman 
from California (Chairman THOMAS) 
and the Committee on Ways and Means 
made sure that this legislation takes 
steps to ease the burden on small busi-
ness. This is one way to help them 
grow, so they are going to expand and 
so business will hire more workers. 

Consumers drive this economy, so 
this package is designed to put more 
money in the hands of the consumers 
so that they can invest in the econ-
omy. That is why we accelerate the tax 
cuts passed last year. That is why we 
accelerate the marriage penalty relief. 
That is why we speed up the child tax 
deduction. 

That is not for rich people. That is 
for real people, people that go to work 
every day, people that punch a time 
clock, people that make this economy 
work. 

Finally, yes, we need to get some 
confidence back in the market. Almost 
every family has lost some of their 
wealth because of the decline in our 
economy. We have had a decline in the 
economy; we have had 9/11; we have had 
a war in Iraq; and we have had a war in 
Afghanistan. But it is time to change 
the focus, it is time to get this econ-
omy going again, and there is one way 

to do it, and that is, today, put your 
card in that slot and say let us get this 
economy going again. 

Vote for this package. Get America 
back on its feet. It is our responsibility 
to create that environment for the 
economy, and we have this chance to 
do it today. Let us do it.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I support 
the Jobs and Growth Package, H.R. 2, and 
want to express my appreciation to President 
Bush, House Leadership and the Ways and 
Means Committee members for their commit-
ment to tax relief for Americans. Tax relief and 
simplification are desperately needed by work-
ing Americans all across this country and in 
my home state of Iowa. At a time when many 
families are feeling the pinch, it is essential 
that we allow Americans to keep more of their 
hard-earned dollars. Two hundred billion dol-
lars will be brought into the economy by the 
end of next year with this legislation, giving 
much needed relief to over-taxed Americans 
and businesses. 

Small business and farming are the back-
bone of Iowa’s economy. What I believe may 
be the most important components of this tax 
package are the provisions encouraging busi-
ness investment. Accelerated depreciation in-
centives and increasing the amount small 
businesses can expense to $100,000 are cru-
cial to the success of entrepreneurs in Iowa. 
Our tax code is laden with anti-business provi-
sions, and I am delighted that my colleagues 
in the House of Representatives have re-
versed trends and are growing American 
pocketbooks and not government. Our collec-
tive appreciation should really be for all the in-
novative and dedicated entrepreneurs who 
have run the gauntlet of high taxes and exces-
sive regulation. Overall, this measure will cre-
ate over 9,000 jobs in my home state in just 
the first year. 

One of the most damaging elements of our 
tax code is the capital gains tax. It is uncon-
scionable that we deliberately punish success. 
America’s capital gains tax rates affect the 
cost of capital, investment and our economy’s 
overall growth. By bringing down those rates 
in H.R. 2, we promote growth, raise the value 
of stocks and retirement plans, reduce tax on 
savings, and inject fairness into our tax code. 
I wholly expect that we will do much more in 
the very near future to rid this blight on Amer-
ica’s economy. 

I applaud the President for his unyielding 
support for a reduction in the tax paid by indi-
viduals on stock dividends. Half of all Ameri-
cans who receive dividend income are sen-
iors. As I represent one of the most senior dis-
tricts in the country, I am grateful that the 
House of Representatives has chosen to sup-
port this vital priority of the President. 

There is much more to like about the tax re-
lief efforts included in H.R. 2. This initiative 
leads us in the right direction toward sim-
plification and limiting government inter-
ference. Hopefully soon we can simplify the 
tax code right out of existence. As our econ-
omy grows, we should heed the lessons of 
unburdening Americans. If a lot of tax relief 
helps, what would a little do? H.R. 2 reduces 
the marriage penalty. 

The House of Representatives has done 
well to support the overwhelming majority of 
Americans who support and need tax relief. 
Americans seeking jobs, need, and expect us, 
to free up investment. H.R. 2 will have a posi-

tive impact in stimulating the economy and 
growing the private sector and that means 
more jobs. I support tax cuts, I support our 
President and I support H.R. 2.

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of the Democratic Jobs and 
Economic Growth Plan and in opposition to 
the Republican tax cut. The Democratic pack-
age is fair, fast acting, and fiscally responsible, 
while the Republican plan is not fiscally re-
sponsible nor will it stimulate the economy. 
Unfortunately, debate has once again been 
stifled and we will not even have the oppor-
tunity to vote on the Democratic package 
which provides real tax relief to more Ameri-
cans at no cost to the Federal Treasury over 
10 years. By continuing down the path of irre-
sponsible tax cuts that add to deficits and in-
crease long term costs, the Republican plan 
will do nothing to stimulate the economy. Fed-
eral Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan has 
said that by increasing the budget deficit 
through tax cuts, as the majority party is at-
tempting to do today, Congress will ‘‘induce a 
rise in long-term interest rates . . . significantly 
undercutting the benefits that would be 
achieved from the tax cuts.’’

I am a long time supporter of lower capital 
gains taxes, but the bill before us takes an ir-
responsible approach. I am proud to be an 
original cosponsor of H.R. 44, the Investment 
Tax Incentive Act. This bill would take a re-
sponsible and stimulative approach to cutting 
the capital gains tax by creating a 2 year in-
vestment window allowing investors to lock in 
lower rates on capital gains by purchasing 
new assets now. The higher cost of the Re-
publican tax plan before us today does not re-
sult in increased economic stimulus because 
$115 billion of the $297 billion from the capital 
gains portion will go to the 184,000 house-
holds who make more than $1 million annu-
ally. This results in an investment tax cut of 
$625,000 per millionaire household over 10 
years. Accelerating income tax rates as lucra-
tive as the dividend tax proposal, so that it re-
turns funds to only a few Americans without 
putting money in the hands of the middle 
class, who will spend the money. According to 
the Urban Institute, the average American 
household will receive $217 per year in tax re-
lief, which will do little if anything to spark eco-
nomic growth. On May 2, a Goldman Sachs 
Economics Analyst said ‘‘the dividend tax ex-
clusion looks especially ineffective as a stimu-
lative measure, providing only 8 cents on the 
dollar.’’ Let’s not drive future generations fur-
ther into debt with irresponsible and ineffective 
financial policy. 

The Democratic growth package offers $44 
billion in aid to prevent sales and property tax 
increases and education cuts. If these cuts 
continue at the state level, economic growth 
will continue to slow, regardless of what Con-
gress does. For less than 20 percent of the 
cost of the Republican dividend tax cut, we 
would give states $50 billion to prevent sales 
and property tax increases and education cuts 
during these difficult economic times. Rather 
than act responsibly, the Republicans have 
again turned to failed tax cuts policies which 
have resulted in the loss of 2.7 million jobs 
since January 2001. History has demonstrated 
that the failed tax policies of 1981 revisited in 
the tax policy before us today will result in the 
same dire consequences for working men and 
woman in America. 
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To avoid raising taxes, the Missouri House 

and Senate agreed Wednesday to cut elemen-
tary and secondary education fundings by 
$200 million, which will result in fewer teach-
ers, larger class sizes, and other adverse con-
ditions. As a former Missouri State Represent-
ative, I know firsthand the difficulties that the 
states are facing today having experienced 
similar budget shortfalls in the 1980’s when 
the economy was soft and impacted by the 
Regan era tax cuts. Also, a former teacher, it 
breaks my heart to see critically needed in-
vestments removed from educating our chil-
dren. Instead of the House passing tax cuts 
that create larger deficits, we should create 
policies which invest in children, not borrow 
from them. 

The Democratic package focuses on job 
creation and helping all Americans, not just 
millionaires. The plan expands the 10 percent 
income tax bracket, giving each working 
American a tax cut. In addition, the package 
immediately increases the child tax credit to 
$800 per child and eases the marriage pen-
alty. I strongly support these two provisions 
alone for their immediate benefits to working 
men and women. For businesses, the plan en-
courages investment and creates jobs by in-
creasing small business expensing and accel-
erating depreciation for all businesses. These 
provisions will help business invest today 
when the economy needs it most. The pack-
age also provides 6 months of extended un-
employment benefits and broadens coverage 
to include low wage earners and part time 
workers. Economy.com cites this as the top 
way to stimulate the economy, injecting $1.72 
into the economy for each federal dollar spent. 
Best of all, the Democratic package is fiscally 
responsible, and it is 100 percent offset by 
freezing top income tax brackets at today’s 
rates and closing offshore tax shelters. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the reckless 
tax plan and vote on a plan which will offer 
real tax relief for all Americans without break-
ing the budget. Our future generations must 
not be forced to pay for our actions today.

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to express my dis-
appointment over the Rules Committee’s deci-
sion that the amendment offered by myself 
and several other distinguished members of 
the Select Committee on Homeland Security’s 
Subcommittee on Infrastructure and Border 
Security was not ruled in order. 

Furthermore, debate was once again stifled 
in this House by the majority’s decision not to 
allow even the democratic substitute offered 
by my friend, Mr. RANGLE.

My amendment would have addressed crit-
ical vulnerabilities in our nation’s infrastructure, 
vulnerabilities that if exploited by our enemies 
will have terrible costs in both lives and dol-
lars. 

It would have done this by delaying for only 
one year the implementation of the dividend 
portion of the tax cut. 

As I speak, several areas of critical infra-
structure remain vulnerable to terrorist attacks. 

We are, without a doubt, still living in a dan-
gerous time. Neither Saddam Hussein nor his 
weapons of mass destruction have been 
found. 

The next attack on America could come at 
any time. We cannot afford to wait any longer 
to shore up our homeland defenses. 

Due to the urgent nature of this request, we 
felt that delaying a portion of the tax cut pack-

age was the obvious way to pay for these crit-
ical projects. 

That delay would have generated 4 billion 
dollars. That represents only seven-tenths of 
one percent of the tax cut we are discussing 
today. Seven-tenths of one percent! 

For that comparatively small cost, the citi-
zens of this country could have been made a 
lot safer. 

That tiny fraction of this tax package would 
have been used to: 

Help safeguard millions of our citizens by 
completing necessary chemical plant vulner-
ability assessments; 

Increase the National Guard’s Civil Support 
teams so that they are protecting the citizens 
of all 50 states; 

Provide needed physical security at federal 
dams and waterways all across this country; 

Enhance port security by funding port secu-
rity grants; 

Increase the size of our Coast Guard; 
Increase the number of inspectors at our 

border;
Enhance the safety and efficacy of our fire-

fighters with firefighter assistance grants and 
grants for interoperability with police and 
emergency medical personnel; 

And provide more security to our Nation’s 
food and water supplies. And this is only a 
portion of the programs my amendment would 
fund. 

Once again, I must highlight how much we 
could have gotten—for so little. As I said ear-
lier, this amendment would not have affected 
99.3 percent of the tax cut package. 

Sadly, the message from the Republicans is 
clear: They care more about cutting taxes for 
the wealthy than protecting the public. 

They will not even sacrifice less than one 
percent of their ill-advised tax cut to help keep 
the citizens of our country safe from terrorist 
threats. 

H.R. 2 violates 4 Rules of the House, so the 
Rules Committee granted H.R. 2 special pro-
tections. Instead of being fair and granting the 
same protections to my amendment or the 
Democratic Substitute, they refused and ruled 
us out of order. 

They did the same thing to all the other im-
portant amendments offered by the Demo-
crats. 

The Republicans have turned this House, 
the people’s House, into a dark place where 
debate is feared because it just might shine 
some light on the unjust policies that they 
want to shove down the throats of the Amer-
ican people. 

This is not right, it is not fair, it is un-demo-
cratic, and it is un-American.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I oppose H.R. 2, 
the ‘‘Jobs and Growth Reconciliation Tax Act 
of 2003’’ as currently drafted. I applaud the 
President’s leadership in trying to strengthen 
our economy. However, to accomplish this 
goal I believe that any legislation intended to 
help the economy must be targeted to help 
working Americans and business now, and not 
worsen our long-term budget situation. In its 
current from, this legislation does not meet 
these two important tests. The bill goes be-
yond what is needed to provide immediate tax 
to American workers and families and its over-
all cost could jeopardize our ability to get the 
budget back in balance as soon as possible. 

Throughout my public service, I have been 
a strong supporter of balanced budgets. A bal-
anced budget tells our citizens its government 

is managing their money well. That increases 
confidence and strengthens the economy. 
When I served as Governor of Delaware, we 
balanced our state budget every year and cut 
taxes three separate times for both individuals 
and businesses. When I came to Congress, 
one of my top priorities was to help balance 
the federal budget. I was proud to support the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 which helped 
lead to a balanced federal budget from 1998 
to 2001, and included the largest tax relief 
since 1981. In 2001, when the federal govern-
ment projected a $4 trillion surplus for the next 
ten years, I supported President Bush’s $1.35 
trillion of tax cut that delivered broad based in-
come tax relief and marriage penalty relief to 
hundreds of thousands of Delawareans. 

As a result of an economic downturn made 
worse by terrorist attacks on our nation, the 
federal budget is facing deficits for the fore-
seeable future. At the same time we have crit-
ical demands to fight the war on terrorism, re-
build Iraq, protect our nation at home, and pay 
for important programs like health and edu-
cation. In particular, we are still trying to ad-
dress the need for a Medicare prescription 
drugs plan and its significant costs. With these 
challenges we must review all spending and 
revenue changes carefully to ensure they are 
absolutely needed. We are rightly limiting new 
government spending in our budget, but we 
must also take a hard look at any cuts that are 
not narrowly targeted toward immediate eco-
nomic stimulus or do not take into account the 
long term consequences of federal deficits. 

Some have argued that we must have the 
largest tax cut possible, stating that it will pay 
for itself because stimulating the economy will 
produce new tax revenue for the federal gov-
ernment. I have listened to these arguments, 
but reports from independent sources like the 
Congressional Budget Office indicated that 
deficits will increase an additional $2.7 trillion 
by 2013 if the tax cut and spending initially 
proposed were enacted.

Others have argued that the deficit is still 
small as a percentage of Gross National Prod-
uct, that it will not damage the economy, and 
that Congress should not be concerned about 
the impact this tax cut will have on the deficit. 
Again, I have listened to these arguments, but 
far more persuasive are the warnings by inde-
pendent, conservative economists like Federal 
Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan and the 
fiscal conservatives at the Concord Coalition 
who state that both large tax cuts and spend-
ing increases must be paid for or they will 
worsen the looming deficit problems our coun-
try will face when the baby boom generation 
retires and begins drawing down their Social 
Security and Medicare benefits. 

Americans want prudent action, fairness and 
common sense from their government. In 
Delaware, the average hardworking person is 
not asking for the largest tax cut possible. 
They would support a reasonable plan to help 
boost the economy that does not put our eco-
nomic future at risk. I have studied the tax re-
lief proposals and it is clear that we could pro-
vide immediate tax relief to every working 
American, as well as help to businesses, es-
pecially small businesses within a package of 
$350 billion over ten years. That could include 
speeding up the reductions in all individual tax 
rates from the 2001 tax bill, increasing the tax 
credit for children to $1,000, eliminating the 
marriage penalty, and providing expensing 
and accelerated depreciation relief for busi-
nesses. Even the Wall Street Journal agrees 
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that speeding up the reduction in tax rates 
would have the most immediate stimulus on 
the economy by putting money in peoples’ 
pockets and giving businesses relieve for their 
investment in equipment and other expenses. 

Unfortunately, in the current bill, the most 
costly single provision remains the sharp re-
duction in the tax on dividends. In fact, the 
shape and long-term cost of the bill is dis-
torted by the effort to maximize the reduction 
in dividend and capital gains taxes. The bill 
would phase-out much of the tax relief for 
families and individuals to pay for this section. 
The alternative is to extend those tax provi-
sions later, but initial estimates indicate that 
would cost another $210 billion, which is $34 
billion more than what President Bush re-
quested in tax relief. If we are serious about 
keeping the deficit in check and giving 
straightforward tax relief, that is not the right 
decision. Although some reduction in dividend 
taxes is reasonable, we must acknowledge 
that we simply cannot afford steep reductions 
in taxes on dividends at this time. Further re-
ductions in taxes on dividends should be ad-
dressed as part of a long-term tax reform ef-
fort when we are not facing the deficits that 
are a real threat to the federal budget and our 
economy. 

Effective governing requires careful deci-
sions and often painful compromises. There 
are those who honestly believe that tax relief 
is absolutely necessary at this time. There are 
others who urge caution to protect against 
deficits at a time when we face the dual chal-
lenges of a war on terrorism and the needs of 
an aging population. Enacting some tax relief 
to immediately strengthen the economy is a 
fair compromise, but this bill does not achieve 
that goal. It is possible that a more affordable 
tax relief bill will emerge from final negotia-
tions with the Senate. I urge the leaders of 
both the House and the Senate to work to-
ward a bill that provides immediate relief now 
to all working Americans. We need a bill that 
does not exacerbate long-term deficits or the 
need to address prescription drug relief, the 
war on terrorism, and Social Security. I think 
those goals can be accomplished in a $350 
billion tax package or one slightly higher if 
Congress can come to agreement on closing 
abusive tax loopholes. 

I must oppose this legislation and will con-
tinue to work toward a more fiscally respon-
sible bill that helps all Americans without jeop-
ardizing our budget and economic future.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
opposition to this legislation. At a time when 
8.8 million Americans are out of work, when 
their unemployment benefits are about to ex-
pire and when our economy has not created 
a new job in nearly two-and-a-half years, Con-
gress should be rushing to get our economy 
moving again. 

But by cutting taxes for only the wealthiest 
taxpayers, this bill will do nothing to jumpstart 
job creation. In fact, Goldman Sachs has rated 
the dividend tax cut as one of the least effec-
tive options in terms of stimulating economic 
growth. Under this plan, people making more 
than $1 million will get a $93,537 tax break—
while those making between $20,000 and 
$30,000 will get only $189. 

Our States are already facing fiscal crises 
and cuts in vital services. They are cutting 
education, child care and health services. In 
fact, half of the Nation’s Governors—Democrat 
and Republican alike—have already proposed 

tax increases out of necessity. This bill does 
nothing to provide aid to States, and in fact, 
the budget chief for my State’s Republican 
Governor said the President’s dividends tax 
plan would cost Connecticut $100 million. 

Instead of a dividend tax cut that will cost 
States millions—a tax cut even Alan Green-
span says will explode the deficit—the Demo-
cratic plan provides real tax cuts for working 
families. Our plan proposes an immediate in-
crease in the child tax credit to $800 per child, 
refundable for low-wage families. It provides 
investment tax incentives for business and tar-
geted assistance for those looking for work, in-
cluding a long-overdue extension in fiscal re-
lief, so that we do not end up leaving them 
with no choice but to raise taxes. 

Let’s do the right thing for our families, turn 
aside this bill and pass a meaningful economic 
package that provides tax cuts for families and 
ensures long-term growth for our economy.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, today we are 
considering H.R. 2, the Jobs and Growth Tax 
Act of 2003. The bill will provide tax cuts for 
American taxpayers of $550 billion over the 
next 10 years. This reduction in taxes is an 
appropriate measure to kick-start a lackluster 
economy and will permit the economy to grow 
at a faster rate for many years to come. 

As Chairman of the House Small Business 
Committee, I am particularly pleased that the 
bill before us includes a number of significant 
provisions to assist America’s small business 
owners. By quadrupling small business ex-
pensing from $25,000 to $100,000, many 
small business owners will be able to increase 
capital investment in their businesses. The in-
crease in the overall investment limit to 
$400,000 and the fact these figures will be in-
dexed for inflation are also tremendously help-
ful. 

The acceleration of the tax rate cuts, origi-
nally enacted in 2001, will also greatly assist 
small business owners. More than 85 percent 
of all small businesses pay individual, instead 
of corporate, income taxes. Accelerating the 
scheduled reduction in the individual income 
tax rates will immediately put money back into 
the hands of small business owners, allowing 
those owners to infuse their businesses with 
much needed capital. 

Also, according to the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, small business owners receive 80 per-
cent of the tax relief from reducing the top 
marginal rate to 35 percent. Marginal rate cuts 
increase the likelihood that a small business 
owner will hire additional employees and will 
lead to higher wages and/or benefits for those 
workers. 

Lastly, the reduction in the taxation of cap-
ital gains also will benefit small business own-
ers who sell their businesses at retirement or 
at other times. In addition, small business 
owners will benefit from the general improve-
ment in the economy that will result from the 
lower taxation of capital gains and dividends 
generally. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me in sup-
port of America’s small businesses. Join with 
me in voting for the bill on final passage.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, it is with great re-
luctance that I rise to oppose this tax cut at 
this time. I do so recognizing that the bill con-
tains a number of attractive features—a reduc-
tion in capital gains, greater flexibility for busi-
ness depreciation schedules, for instance. I 
also acknowledge that the Ways and Means 
Committee has markedly improved on the ad-

ministration’s initial proposal, reducing by sev-
eral hundred billion the magnitude of the tax 
cut and tying dividend income to capital gains 
rates rather than eliminating taxes on divi-
dends entirely. 

But as appealing as all tax cuts are, they 
must meet tests of appropriateness and fair-
ness. These tests are not met. 

It is true that the national and world econ-
omy is to some degree stalled. It is not true, 
however, that fiscal policy changes are always 
stimulative, particularly in the short run. Mone-
tary policy—the interest rate and money sup-
ply controls of the Federal Reserve—are more 
effective short term stimulus instruments. They 
must, however, work within the constraints of 
fiscal policy. To the degree they are blunted 
by deficit financing, stimulus may be weak-
ened. Here, it should be noted that deficit fi-
nancing is definitely linked to interest rate 
hikes. While deficits that are tax cut driven 
may not be as harmful to the general econ-
omy as those that are spending related, they 
nevertheless have cost of capital implications. 

Here it should be noted that liberals in Con-
gress in general favor stimulating the economy 
with substantial programmatic spending in-
creases. Conservatives, on the other hand, 
tend to favor tax cuts. I find the conservative 
case preferable to the liberal one, but I believe 
the case for a steady rudder is more compel-
ling than either. I voted for the House budget 
resolution which sets limits on how much Con-
gress can appropriate and reduce taxes be-
cause I believe the case for holding spending 
increases to levels near or at inflation levels is 
reasonable, but I have grave doubts about a 
significant tax cut at this time. Whether one 
believes the war with Iraq was wise, or will 
prove to accelerate or decelerate international 
terrorism, it and its aftermath must be fiscally 
accommodated. Wars cannot be paid for with 
tax cuts. 

Advocates of the tax cut properly point out 
that in relation to the GNP the tax cut might 
be considered more modest than the hyper-
bolic rhetoric that has been associated with it. 
This may be true, but at some point a dif-
ference in degree can become one in kind. 

For a variety of reasons related to foreign 
challenges and a weakened domestic econ-
omy we have returned to deficits at the Fed-
eral as well as State levels of government. But 
there is a profound distinction between a $50 
to $100 billion deficit and a half trillion dollar 
one. Legislative budgets, like family budgets, 
must be subjected to common sense dis-
cipline. At the governmental level this is par-
ticularly the case in the coming decade which 
will be characterized by a three to four Ameri-
cans of working are relative to retired. In the 
decades after, significant demographic 
changes will take place in our society and the 
number of retired citizens relative to working 
age Americans will increase. If we cannot op-
erate with fiscal prudence today, we will have 
a calamitously difficult time managing our 
economy in the future. 

One aspect of the economy today makes 
deficits and the attendant need for debt repay-
ment even more problemsome. Debt manage-
ment is generally easier at lower rates of inter-
est but in deflationary times such as the 1930s 
debt repayment even at low interest rates be-
come the singularly most difficult challenge in 
the economy. Today we have general defla-
tion and sectoral deflation, but the intertwining 
of international politics, particularly terrorism, 
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with the competitive pressures wrought by the 
global living will make general deflationary 
pressures real. In this circumstance prudent 
debt management is critical for government as 
well as the family. Deficits might have to be 
contemplated but interest rates could be more 
difficult to manage than in inflationary times 
when dollars become cheapened and easier 
to acquire, whether in business through profits 
or government through taxes. 

As for fairness, I have always believed there 
is a compelling case for tax simplification—a 
reduction in rates tied to the elimination of the 
vast majority of deductions that have come to 
dominate our tax code. But I also believe in 
credible progressivity. A well-to-do citizen 
should pay a somewhat higher rate than a 
less well-to-do individual. So I have had 
doubts about flat taxes. But what the proposal 
before us today does is invert the curve. Not 
only will taxes not be flat, but high income citi-
zens who receive dividends will pay a lower 
rate of taxes than the working middle class. 
Economists call this regressive taxation. Some 
Americans will benefit. Others will consider it 
unfair. Tax systems depend on social accept-
ance. The approach before us today may un-
dercut the faith of a lot of Americans in the 
system and as importantly take pressure off 
the need for fundamental tax reform. 

The precept that an extremely well-to-do 
person who receives dividends and may not 
hold a job should pay taxes at a substantially 
lower rate than a middle class citizen who 
works for a living demands review.

At issue is the question of wealth distribu-
tion and wealth divisions in society. In the dec-
ade of the ’90s the divisions between rich and 
poor widened. What this tax bill does is accen-
tuate these divisions. Government tax policy 
will be redistributive in ways never before 
countenanced. Burdens will be shifted from 
the rich to the middle class. 

At the risk of presumption, let me turn for a 
minute to the problems State governments are 
having, which the changes contemplated 
today may exacerbate. Many State income tax 
codes are based on a percentage of the Fed-
eral obligation, so a tax cut at the Federal 
level becomes one at the State, too. Perhaps 
State governments will react by cutting serv-
ices further or raising taxes, but they, like the 
Federal Government, seem inclined to take 
the less disciplined way out and deficit fi-
nance. 

In my home State, in the name of ‘‘eco-
nomic development’’ a lot of new funding is 
being proposed subject to bonds being issued. 
The problem is that just as tax cuts are ad-
vanced by conservatives as ‘‘stimulative,’’ 
bonding is proposed by liberals as good for 
‘‘economic development.’’ But precepts are 
conjectural. 

There is, of course, a profound case in a 
State like Iowa for bonding facility construction 
for public services such as a new hygienics 
lab or dormitories for students, but States 
should not presume to be banks, sources for 
credit that would otherwise be available to the 
private sector. Iowa, for instance, has more a 
jobs than a credit crunch. What attracts busi-
ness to come to or stay in the State is less 
likely to relate to availability of State develop-
ment funds as it will to whether the State has 
quality services and competitive levels of tax-
ation. All States have a budget crunch. To the 
degree Iowa can distinguish itself with fiscal 
balance, it will be the long term beneficiary. 

My concern is that if common sense fiscal 
discipline is abandoned by legislatures at all 
levels, there will be a run on governmental 
confidence. A run on governmental confidence 
can produce a run on our economic system. 

What is needs is a sense of proportion. 
Good ideas must be measured against social 
costs. To grow an economy we must recog-
nize that discipline is essential. Good tax cut 
ideas, just as good spending initiatives, cannot 
always be afforded.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I oppose H.R. 2, 
the ‘‘Jobs and Growth Reconciliation Tax Act 
of 2003’’ as currently drafted. I applaud the 
President’s leadership in trying to strengthen 
our economy. However, to accomplish this 
goal I believe that any legislation intended to 
help the economy must be targeted to help 
working Americans and businesses now, and 
not worsen our long-term budget situation. In 
its current form, this legislation does not meet 
these two important tests. The bill goes be-
yond what is needed to provide immediate tax 
relief to American workers and families and its 
overall cost could jeopardize our ability to get 
the budget back in balance as soon as pos-
sible. 

Throughout my public service, I have been 
a strong supporter of balanced budgets. A bal-
anced budget tells our citizens its government 
is managing their money well. That increases 
confidence and strengthens the economy. 
When I served as Governor of Delaware, we 
balanced our State budget every year and cut 
taxes three separate times for both individuals 
and businesses. When I came to Congress, 
one of my top priorities was to help balance 
the Federal budget. I was proud to support the 
Balanced Budget Act of 1997 which helped 
lead to a balanced Federal budget from 1998 
to 2001, and included the largest tax relief 
since 1981. In 2001, when the Federal Gov-
ernment projected a $4 trillion surplus for the 
next 10 years, I supported President Bush’s 
$1.35 trillion tax cut that delivered broad 
based income tax relief and marriage penalty 
relief to hundreds of thousands of Dela-
wareans. 

As a result of an economic downturn made 
worse by terrorist attacks on our Nation, the 
Federal budget is facing deficits for the fore-
seeable future. At the same time we have crit-
ical demands to fight the war on terrorism, re-
build Iraq, protect our Nation at home, and 
pay for important programs like health care 
and education. In particular, we are still trying 
to address the need for a Medicare prescrip-
tion drug plan and its significant costs. With 
these challenges we must review all spending 
and revenue changes carefully to ensure they 
are absolutely needed. We are rightly limiting 
new Government spending in our budget, but 
we must also take a hard look at any tax cuts 
that are not narrowly targeted toward imme-
diate economic stimulus or do not take into 
account the long term consequences of Fed-
eral deficits. 

Some have argued that we must have the 
largest tax cut possible, stating that it will pay 
for itself because stimulating the economy will 
produce new tax revenue for the Federal Gov-
ernment. I have listened to these arguments, 
but reports from independent sources like the 
Congressional Budget Office indicate that defi-
cits will increase an additional $2.7 trillion by 
2013 if the tax cut and spending initially pro-
posed were enacted.

Others have argued that the deficit is still 
small as a percentage of Gross National Prod-

uct, that it will not damage the economy, and 
that Congress should not be concerned about 
the impact this tax cut will have on the deficit. 
Again, I have listened to these arguments, but 
far more persuasive are the warnings by inde-
pendent, conservative economists like Federal 
Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan and the 
fiscal conservatives at the Concord Coalition 
who state that both large tax cuts and spend-
ing increases must be paid for or they will 
worsen the looming deficit problems our coun-
try will face when the baby boom generation 
retires and begins drawing down their Social 
Security and Medicare benefits. 

Americans want prudent action, fairness and 
common sense from their government. In 
Delaware, the average hardworking person is 
not asking for the largest tax cut possible. 
They would support a reasonable plan to help 
boost the economy that does not put our eco-
nomic future at risk. I have studied the tax re-
lief proposals and it is clear that we could pro-
vide immediate tax relief to every working 
American, as well as help to businesses, es-
pecially small businesses within a package of 
$350 billion over ten years. That could include 
speeding up the reductions in all individual tax 
rates from the 2001 tax bill, increasing the tax 
credit for children to $1,000, eliminating the 
marriage penalty, and providing expensing 
and accelerated depreciation relief for busi-
nesses. Even the Wall Street Journal agrees 
that speeding up the reduction in tax rates 
would have the most immediate stimulus on 
the economy by putting money in people’s 
pockets and giving businesses relief for their 
investment in equipment and other expenses. 

Unfortunately, in the current bill, the most 
costly single provision remains the sharp re-
duction in the tax on dividends. In fact, the 
shape and long-term cost of the bill is dis-
torted by the effort to maximize the reduction 
in dividend and capital gains taxes. The bill 
would phase-out much of the tax relief for 
families and individuals to pay for this section. 
The alternative is to extend those tax provi-
sions later, but initial estimates indicate that 
would cost another $210 billion, which is $34 
billion more than what President Bush re-
quested in tax relief. If we are serious about 
keeping the deficit in check and giving straight 
forward tax relief, that is not the right decision. 
Although some reduction in dividend taxes is 
reasonable, we must acknowledge that we 
simply cannot afford steep reductions in taxes 
on dividends at this time. Further reductions in 
taxes on dividends should be addressed as 
part of a long-term tax reform effort when we 
are not facing the deficits that are a real threat 
to the Federal budget and our economy. 

Effective governing requires careful deci-
sions and often painful compromises. There 
are those who honestly believe that tax relief 
is absolutely necessary at this time. There are 
others who urge caution to protect against 
deficits at a time when we face the dual chal-
lenges of a war on terrorism and the needs of 
an aging population. Enacting some tax relief 
to immediately strengthen the economy is a 
fair compromise, but this bill does not achieve 
that goal. It is possible that a more affordable 
tax relief bill will emerge from final negotia-
tions with the Senate. I urge the leaders of 
both the House and the Senate to work to-
ward a bill that provides immediate relief now 
to all working Americans. We need a bill that 
does not exacerbate long-term deficits or the 
need to address prescription drug relief, the 
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war on terrorism, and Social Security. I think 
those goals can be accomplished in a $350 
billion tax package or one slightly higher if 
Congress can come to agreement on closing 
some abusive tax loopholes. 

I must oppose this legislation and will con-
tinue to work toward a more fiscally respon-
sible bill that helps all Americans without jeop-
ardizing our budget and economic future.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to the Republican majority’s ineffective 
stimulus package. This plan will not accom-
plish its stated goal of stimulating the econ-
omy. In order for tax relief to be effective and 
fair in stimulating the economy quickly, it must 
be targeted at those who need it and those 
who will actually spend it. Giving money to 
those who will spend it is the most effective 
way to pump money into the economy. 

The Republicans refuse to acknowledge the 
importance of targeting relief appropriately. 
The vast majority of the benefits in the Repub-
lican plan will go to wealthy individuals. It ig-
nores many groups that are in dire need and 
attempts to placate others by offering tem-
porary benefits. The benefits for the rich are 
long term and this administration intends them 
to be permanent. Rather than calling this an 
economic stimulus, let’s call it what it really is: 
the renewal of trickle-down economics. 

The Democratic alternative provides tax re-
lief to those who need it and those who will 
spend the money that they receive. Families 
need a tax cut and the Democratic plan deliv-
ers with a permanent increase in the child tax 
credit, an immediate expansion of the 10-per-
cent tax-rate bracket, and elimination of the 
marriage penalty. This relief will go to low- and 
middle-income Americans who will put it back 
into the American economy immediately. 
Those who lost their job in the economic slow-
down need assistance and the Democratic 
package helps them with an extension of their 
unemployment benefits. This money will be 
spent right away to pay bills and provide for 
the needs of their families. The States are in 
need of economic assistance and the Demo-
cratic package gives them the direct aid that 
they need to the tune of $44 billion over 10 
years. This is money that will be immediately 
invested in education, healthcare, and home-
land security so that States won’t have to lay-
off any more workers and can begin to hire 
some back. Small businesses need a stimulus 
and the Democratic package provides them 
with tax incentives that encourage investment, 
foster expansion, and reward those who hire 
workers who have been unemployed for at 
least 6 months. 

I believe we should go even further in tar-
geting relief to those who need it. I have pro-
posed a plan that provides an exemption from 
approximately the first $20,000 of payroll tax, 
FICA, for all taxpayers and businesses. This 
will put about $1,300 into the pockets of those 
who will spend it to stimulate the economy 
and be a big boon to small business. Ask any 
low- and middle-income family how they would 
spend a couple of thousand dollars and they 
will give you a list of things they need right 
now. To keep the Social Security Fund whole, 
the bill eliminates the current $87,000 cap on 
FICA contributions—meaning that those earn-
ing more than $107,000 a year would pay 
their fair share. 

These alternative proposals would be fast-
acting and effective. Equally important, they 
would be fully paid for. They don’t add one 
dime to our record deficits. 

The contrast could not be clearer—the 
President only seems to trust the richest 
Americans to receive more of their money 
back, while my proposal, and the Democratic 
plan, would provide a significant benefit to 
low- and middle-income families who would 
actually spend the money to stimulate the 
economy—and be an equally significant ben-
efit to small business.

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, in August 2001, 
this Government began a reckless rush to-
wards higher deficits under the guise of ‘‘tax 
cuts.’’ Obviously the 2001 attacks and subse-
quent wars added to the deficit, but it was pre-
cisely the August 2001 tax cut that began this 
Government’s return to deficit spending. 

While ‘‘tax cuts’’ should mean the Govern-
ment already has the money to ‘‘return’’ to tax-
payers—in 21st Century politics, ‘‘tax cuts’’ are 
made without having the money to do it. They 
are billed as ‘‘economic development’’ but 
really mean: wealthier Americans get nearly all 
the tax breaks; the greater tax burden is 
moved to working Americans; and tax in-
creases are now part of the equation among 
Republicans in order to stem the flow of red 
ink from this country. 

Government should always pay its way and 
not run such enormous deficits. If we are re-
turning taxpayers’ money, it must already be 
in hand, not just hoped for. In a democracy, 
governments have an open debate about add-
ing $549.5 billion to the Nation’s already esca-
lating debt. Today, in the House of Represent-
atives, the leadership is ramming this bill 
through without allowing Democrats to offer an 
alternative out of fear that anything else of-
fered on the floor would beat this awful bill 

It might be another story if there were any 
evidence that tax cuts worked, in a healthy or 
unhealthy economy. We know from past pain-
ful, expensive, experience that tax cuts do not 
stimulate the economy, in fact: the weaker the 
economy, the more damage they do to the 
economy. 

I oppose this bill with fuzzy Enron math that 
adds hundreds of billions of dollars to an al-
ready outrageous deficit.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, the Jobs 
and Growth Tax Act of 2003 includes relief 
from the marriage tax, child care tax credits, 
small business expensing, and a dividend tax 
reduction. 

According to an analysis by the Heritage 
Foundation, the bill creates approximately 1.2 
million jobs by the end of 2004. This includes 
61,000 jobs in Texas. In addition, it will inject 
$200 billion into the economy to help drive 
consumer spending and job creation. 

A key piece of this legislation is dividend re-
lief. It also promotes investment by reducing 
the tax on capital gains. These two modifica-
tions simplify the tax code by creating similar 
tax treatment for both capital gains and divi-
dends. 

Eighty-four million or over 50 percent of 
adult Americans invest in the stock market. 
And over 70 million own a home. The Jobs 
and Growth Tax Act puts dollars back into the 
pockets of millions of families by reducing the 
tax on dividends and capital gains to 5 percent 
for the lowest two tax brackets and 15 percent 
for the remaining brackets. This increases 
economic growth, as well as the incomes of 
working Americans. 

Seniors, who tend to own a larger share of 
stocks than other age group will benefit greatly 
from the much-needed tax relief in this bill. 

What does our economy need? The answer 
is before the House today: more jobs and tax 
relief. We must create more jobs and the best 
way to help companies, investors and entre-
preneurs to create good, private-sector jobs is 
to reduce taxes across-the-board. And the 
best way to refuel the economy and ensure 
our ability to compete is to reduce taxes. 

I urge my colleagues to support this bill.
Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I can-

not vote for this bill. The bill does include 
some features that I support—but, overall, it 
does too little to address the real needs of the 
economy and the country, and it does too 
much to make our budgetary problems worse. 
The bill’s supporters, reading from a script 
written by the White House, say that the bill 
will create jobs. That sounds like good sales-
manship, because in fact there is a desperate 
need for an increase in employment to begin 
to make up for the millions of jobs that have 
disappeared over the last two years. But as 
any salesman knows, a good slogan can’t dis-
guise a product that won’t perform—and when 
it comes to creating jobs, I am convinced this 
bill won’t perform as advertised. 

No analysis I have seen—whether by the 
Congressional Budget Office, Federal Reserve 
Chairman Alan Greenspan, or any other ex-
pert—supports the claim that enacting this bill 
will help put very many people back to work 
anytime soon. Of course, the bill’s sup-
porters—like the pitchman in the old TV ad—
say we have their word on it. Excuse my 
doubts, but I don’t think that’s proof enough. 

On the other hand, while its claimed bene-
fits are doubtful, there is no doubt about how 
the bill will affect the federal budget—it will 
throw it further out of balance and lead to 
much deeper deficits. I think this is well sum-
marized by the analyses of the Tax Policy 
Center and the Center on Budget and Policy 
Priorities, which show that the bill’s effect on 
revenues is much greater than claimed. 

In fact, according to those experts, the bill 
‘‘fit[s] within the $550 billion allotted to the 
Ways and Means Committee only by using 
gimmicks that cloak its true cost. If the provi-
sions scheduled to terminate before 2013 are 
extended—as Chairman Thomas envisions 
and as Congress would be likely to do—the 
total cost of the plan would be between $865 
billion and $1.1 trillion through 2013. In other 
words . . . the plan could be twice as costly 
as advertised. [It] . . . thus manages both to 
be more tilted to the very well-off and more 
expensive than the original Bush proposal, 
which would cost $726 billion through 2013.’’

This concerns me because I think we need 
to take deficits seriously, for reasons well stat-
ed in recent testimony by The Concord Coali-
tion’s President, Peter G. Peterson to the 
Committee on Financial Services.

I was struck by Mr. PETERSON’s statement 
that ‘‘A future of mounting deficits is a cause 
for grave concern. Mounting deficits can slow 
and even halt the steady growth in material 
living standards that has always nourished the 
American Dream. When such deficits are in-
curred in order to fund a rising transfer from 
young to old, they also constitute an injustice 
against future generations . . . This policy, 
after all, constitutes an explicit decision by to-
day’s adults to collectively shift the current 
cost of government from themselves to their 
children and grandchildren.’’

In other words, because it would lead to 
deeper deficits, this bill would do just what 
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President Bush, in his State of the Union ad-
dress, said we should not do—instead of 
meeting today’s challenges, it would simply 
create new problems for our children. 

I don’t think that is sound policy—especially 
when a better alternative is available. And that 
is why I voted for the motion to recommit of-
fered by Representative RANGEL. If that motion 
had been approved, that alternative would 
have come to the floor. 

That alternative included very meaningful 
tax cuts. It included an increase in the child 
tax credit to $800 per child, an immediate ex-
pansion of the 10-percent tax-rate bracket to 
levels that under the 2001 tax bill would be 
reached in 2008, and immediate elimination of 
the ‘‘marriage penalty’’ aspect of the income 
tax. It also included investment tax credits for 
small businesses, such as business expensing 
up to $75,000 and bonus depreciation. 

Those cuts would immediately put money 
into the pockets of middle-income Americans, 
who are the people most likely to spend it 
promptly, boosting consumer demand and 
thus helping set the stage for an increase 
business investment needed to meet that de-
mand. 

The alternative also had other important 
provisions to respond to the immediate needs 
of our country and the American people. 

It provided for extending and expanding un-
employment insurance, whose benefits go to 
the families most affected by the economic 
downturn—the ones who need real help now. 
And it included a provision to create a perma-
nent, revenue-neutral corporate tax deduction 
to encourage American manufacturing compa-
nies to expand their operations, as well as a 
new tax incentive to provide a tax credit of up 
to $2,400 to businesses that hire people who 
now are unemployed. 

And, while the administration and our Re-
publican colleagues seem ready to forget the 
states, which are experiencing their worst fis-
cal crisis since World War II, the alternative 
did not. It would have provided $44 billion over 
10 years in direct aid to states for homeland 
security, education, health care for senior citi-
zens, and highway and other infrastructure im-
provements. 

And, just as important as everything else, 
the alternative was fiscally responsible—fully 
paid for over 10 years. So, it would have 
added as many as a million new jobs without 
adding anything to the deficit. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t know why the Repub-
lican leadership refused to let the House even 
consider that alternative—but maybe those 
salesmen didn’t want us to have that choice. 
For me, the choice would have been clear. I 
would have voted for the alternative—but I 
cannot vote for the bill.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today again speaking on our need to ‘‘Build a 
Sound Economy’’. Taxation is a financial bur-
den that must be equally shared by all Ameri-
cans, blessed with the ability to earn an in-
come. Thomas Paine, an American Free-think-
er once reminded us that; ‘‘War involves in its 
progress such a train of unforeseen and 
unsupposed circumstances that no human 
wisdom can calculate the end. It has but one 
thing certain, and that is to increase taxes.’’ 
And yet, at the end of our War efforts in Iraq, 
we are at this time considering the reduction 
of taxes. 

Through Taxation, we as Americans are af-
forded the opportunity to ensure the prosperity 

of our nation, and our citizens. Whether our 
citizens are from the Farms of Iowa, the Fac-
tories of Tennessee, or the Financial Districts 
of New York City or my home District of Chi-
cago, their earning power and its fruits are 
what make America Great. Many Americans 
have worked all their lives, and are now in re-
tirement. Others are still working in the various 
industries which breathe the life blood into our 
Great Nation. And yet, still others, whether 
due to underage, infirmity, or other unique cir-
cumstances are unable to impart into the 
American Economy, but their contributions in 
their communities are cherished by those who 
know them. 

When the President took office, the govern-
ment was projected to save every dollar of the 
Social Security surplus. But under the GOP 
tax plan, Republicans in the House would bor-
row and spend all of the money from the So-
cial Security Trust Fund over the next 10 
years, just as the Baby Boomers are about to 
retire. The single issue which we must not for-
get when we consider the Stability of our 
Economy is that it is closely tied to the Equal-
ity of our Tax System, and our governance 
over the Social Security Trust Funds. Our Tax 
System is a means to ensure an equitable dis-
tribution of the responsibility of paying taxes. 
Plato, the noted Philosopher once said, 
‘‘When there is an income tax, the just man 
will pay more and the unjust less on the same 
amount of income.’’ This is our opportunity to 
learn from Plato. In the President’s Tax Plan, 
the two provisions making up more than half 
of the tax package, (cutting the tax on stock 
dividends by more than a half and the capital 
gains tax cut), primarily benefit the wealthy 
and in fact are the only permanent tax cuts in 
the plan. 

Voltaire, the famed writer stated, ‘‘In the 
matter of taxation, every privilege is an injus-
tice’’. We must work diligently to root out the 
injustices currently being considered for inclu-
sion in our Tax System. The citizens of my 
home state of Illinois are waiting for us, their 
elected officials to come together to ensure 
that we protect them, and guard their earnings 
against any and all unfair concessions. 

Mr. Speaker, Gentlemen and Ladies of the 
House let us not fail our citizens in our efforts 
to place us finally on the Road to Economic 
Growth. We must remain steadfast in our ef-
forts to accomplish that heavy task, to clearly 
and evenly mete out portions of the tax bur-
den amongst our citizens.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to the voodoo economics of the Repub-
lican 550 billion dollar tax package. I support 
the more practical and better targeted Demo-
cratic alternative legislation. We are taking ac-
tion today; however, the quest for a meaning-
ful tax policy for our nation must continue with 
the widest possible participation in the debate. 
One constructive component of a new and 
fairer tax policy must be a greater allocation of 
the tax burden to the corporate sector. We 
must have less pain for individual and family 
income tax payers and more responsibility 
shouldered by profit making corporations. This 
process should start now with a surcharge im-
posed on corporate profits to pay for the Iraq 
war and occupation. 

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced the Domes-
tic Budget Protection Act, H.R. 1804, which 
will eliminate the Iraqi War competition for fed-
eral funds and allow the Congress to resume 
the necessary funding for vital domestic pro-

grams. The following important facts must be 
considered: 

While the Congress has allocated 79 billion 
dollars for the Iraq War and occupation, un-
precedented hardship devastates state, local, 
and education agencies—

Thousands of teachers and government em-
ployees are threatened with layoffs—

Since the Bush Administration offers no rev-
enue sharing relief, taxes are being increased 
in states and localities across the nation—

During past wars a surcharge on corporate 
profits has lessened the competition of the 
military budget with domestic budget prior-
ities—

In H.R. 1804, the following is cited: The 
Congress finds that there is an established 
precedent for the long-term financing of a U.S. 
War effort. A special tax on the profits of the 
nation’s largest corporations would be in ac-
cordance with previous precedents: World War 
I, World War II, Korea and Vietnam. 

The Congress finds that in the last 25 years 
corporations have steadily borne less and less 
of the overall tax burden. The corporate share 
of the tax burden has dropped from a high of 
35 percent in 1945 to a level of 8 percent in 
the year 2002. At the same time the individual 
income tax share of the tax burden has grown 
from 13 percent in 1940 to 46 percent in 2002. 

The Congress finds that it is necessary to 
suspend further reductions in assistance to 
domestic programs. It is also imperative that 
any increases in basic revenue be utilized to 
increase assistance to vital domestic pro-
grams. 

Historically, a special tax placed on the prof-
its of the nation’s largest corporations has 
been used to fund the U.S. War effort. The 
Domestic Budget Protection Act follows in 
these historic steps and offers a solution to in-
crease assistance to domestic programs by 
placing a surcharge on corporations with as-
sets greater than 10 million dollars. This spe-
cial revenue will be used to fund the war and 
occupation and thus free up other revenue to 
fund domestic programs. In the last 25 years 
corporations have borne less and less of the 
overall tax burden. Their share, while dropping 
as low as 6 percent within the last 20 years, 
is currently 8 percent. On the other hand, indi-
vidual income taxes as a share of the overall 
burden has risen from 13.6 percent in 1940 to 
the present level of 46.3 percent. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me empha-
size the fact that the Republican Majority is 
determined to hide: America is the richest na-
tion that ever existed on the face of the earth. 
We have the resources to do whatever we de-
cide is important. Our greatest untapped pool 
of wealth is the pool of corporate profits which 
grow boundlessly as a result of the favorable 
economic, political, and militarily security envi-
ronment maintained by the American people. 
We must have less pain for the family tax-
payers and more revenue responsibility by 
corporations. Members should begin by sup-
porting the Domestic Budget Protection Act—
H.R. 1804.

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
opposition to H.R. 2, the Republican Jobs and 
Growth Tax Reconciliation Act. 

This bill will not put unemployed Americans 
back to work. The tax cuts that were enacted 
in 2001 have done little to stimulate the econ-
omy over the last two years. Instead, unem-
ployment is up, and governments on every 
level—from local to federal—are facing severe 
deficits. 
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I am extremely disappointed that the Repub-

licans adopted a rule that prohibited the 
Democrats from offering a substitute. The Re-
publican bill will cost the U.S. taxpayer $549.5 
billion over the life of the bill while the Demo-
cratic bill is fully paid for over that same time 
period. 

The Democratic alternative would have pro-
vided immediate stimulus and jobs creation by 
extending benefits for the long-term unem-
ployed and expanding the work opportunity 
jobs credit. It targets tax relief to those who 
needed it most, by increasing the child tax 
credit and providing this credit to more Ameri-
cans, accelerating the widening of the 10 per-
cent tax-bracket and accelerating marriage 
penalty relief. 

It also provides funds immediately to the 
states to meet their critical needs by including 
funding for Medicaid, homeland security, and 
transportation infrastructure. 

The Democratic alternative would also pro-
vide for long-term job creation and growth by 
expanding the amount of new investments that 
a small business can deduct and by allowing 
all companies an accelerated depreciation of 
50 percent for 12 months. It also reduces cor-
porate tax rates by 3.5 percent. 

In addition, the Democratic alternative would 
have prevented companies from expatriating 
to tax-shelter countries like Bermuda and 
stopped top corporate executives from pro-
tecting their own retirement benefits at the ex-
pense of their workers. 

I am deeply disappointed that we will not 
have an opportunity to fully debate this bill’s 
impact on the economy, and that we were un-
able to offer any amendments to the Repub-
lican bill. The Republican bill is flawed and I 
urge my colleagues to join me in voting no on 
this bill, which will not help our hard-working 
and unemployed Americans.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I am here today 
to address my concerns regarding the pending 
tax cut legislation. This so-called ‘‘economic 
growth’’ bill will do nothing to grow the econ-
omy, increase the number of jobs, or help the 
middle or low income families that make up 
the backbone of this great nation. 

This program is directed at cutting the taxes 
of the rich in an attempt to resurrect fiscal poli-
cies that have been proven to fail. The only 
way to stimulate growth is to employ people, 
providing them with good paying jobs and an 
income that allows for purchasing the items 
that we produce. That means that we need a 
plan that creates jobs and assists those who 
are currently unemployed. The Democrat plan 
does that, the plan that is on this floor does 
not. It cuts taxes that advantage the top 1 per-
cent of the population. That means we do not 
affect the other 99 percent, which by my ac-
counting seems to mean that the majority of 
Americans are left behind looking for work 
with no support from those of us who were 
sent here to help. 

Additionally, the plan before us will do noth-
ing stimulate the economy now, and sacrifices 
the economy of the future. Without jobs now, 
without assistance to the states now, without 
sensible policies now, we will simply create a 
shortfall that will be paid for out of Social Se-
curity and our children’s future. Currently, 
schools are closing early, the unemployment 
rate is growing, and states are struggling to 
provide basic services at minimal levels. The 
direction taken in this legislation is fiscally irre-
sponsible if we expect to live up to the prom-

ise we made to the people of the United 
States. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against this ir-
responsible legislation and set this Congress 
in the direction of true job and economic 
growth.

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 2, the Jobs and 
Growth Tax Act of 2003. 

Although there is general consensus among 
many economic forecasters that our economy 
is poised to grow at a faster pace than it has 
over the last year, action is necessary in order 
to hasten the recovery. While GDP has contin-
ued to increase, the modest increases we 
have been witnessing are not sufficient to sta-
bilize employment. Consumer confidence and 
spending have improved, however business 
and investor confidence have not followed 
suit. The legislation before us today will stimu-
late growth and investment, and expedite our 
economic recovery. 

First, this legislation will increase purchasing 
power for all Americans through an accelera-
tion of the 2001 tax cuts for individuals. Accel-
erating tax relief from the marriage penalty, in-
creasing the child tax credit, expansion of the 
10 percent tax bracket and providing working 
families with relief from the AMT will help to 
give our economy an immediate stimulus. 

Secondly, this package creates business 
and investment incentives to spur business 
growth, ultimately leading to job creation. In-
creases in depreciation allowances for busi-
ness and an increased allowance for expens-
ing capital purchases for small business will 
promote capital investment, putting more 
money back into the economy and creating 
more jobs. These provisions will work to coun-
teract the general climate of caution in the 
business sector that has resulted in layoffs, a 
reluctance to invest in new capacities, and ag-
gressive actions to maintain low levels of in-
ventories. 

Finally, the bill reduces the tax rate on divi-
dends and capital gains to spur investment 
and business growth. Today, we are faced 
with the simple fact that the overall economy 
cannot improve until the stock market recov-
ers. Additionally, today, eighty-four million 
Americans, over 50 percent of our population, 
are invested in the stock market, and invest-
ment plays an increasingly important role in 
our individual financial security. With much of 
this investment in 401(k)s, IRAs and pension 
plans, it is vital to many Americans that we do 
all we can to increase the growth of the stock 
market. Additionally, capital gains tax reduc-
tions have historically resulted in freeing 
stranded capital locked in mature investments 
as well as increasing capital for new invest-
ment. The reduction of the tax rate on divi-
dends and capital gains to 5 percent and 15 
percent will increase the purchasing power of 
individuals, stimulate investment and capital 
formation in business, and increase job cre-
ation through business growth. 

For these reasons, Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this measure, in support of an im-
mediate stimulus and infusion of confidence in 
our economy, in support of creating jobs, and 
in support of long-term economic stability and 
growth for the future.

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, the way the 
other side shapes this debate, you’d think 
keeping money in Washington is going to 
boost the economy, create jobs, and give 
business owners the incentive to hire more 

workers. Nothing could be further from reality. 
But that’s where this debate has gone. 

‘‘We can’t afford it,’’ they say. ‘‘It’s too much 
money,’’ they argue. ‘‘Deficits until the cows 
come home,’’ they claim. The reality is that 
taxes are the leg irons on economic growth. 
That’s the big picture. We are in a situation 
where economic growth has plodded along at 
a snail’s pace since 1999. Then we were hit 
by a number of circumstances beyond our 
control—but each with a huge impact on the 
economy. 

So what do we propose? Well, the best way 
to create jobs is to kick-start our economy. 
The best way to improve our economy is to let 
people keep more of their money. The vehicle 
that will get us there is H.R. 2, the Jobs and 
Growth package. H.R. 2 will empower con-
sumers, encourage investment, and enhance 
the retirement of our senior citizens. 

The Jobs and Growth package is $550 bil-
lion in job creation. It lets families keep more 
of the money they’ve earned creating opportu-
nities for every American who wants to work. 
On that note: Every American who wants to 
work, ought to have an opportunity. Who are 
we to stand in the way of growth and pros-
perity? 

You simply can’t keep pooling the money 
here in Washington and expect the economy 
to grow. This package creates 1.2 million new 
jobs this year, 45,000 of those in my home 
State of Florida. H.R. 2 is pro job, pro family, 
and pro economy. This package creates work 
opportunities, and accelerates real relief for 
real families this year. This package increases 
the child tax credit to $1,000. 

This package reduces the marriage tax pen-
alty. This bill will allow a family to buy a new 
washing machine this year, save for their 
child’s education next year, and buy a new car 
the year after that. This package lets 27 mil-
lion taxpayers benefit from the increased child 
tax credit. Two-thirds of this package goes to 
individuals. 

This plan provides some relief to 10 million 
senior citizens who currently pay the wrong 
and immoral double taxation of dividends. This 
will relieve at least some of their worry that 
they’ll outlive their retirement nest egg. 

This plan gives the backbone of our econ-
omy—small business owners—the freedom to 
invest in their business, hire more employees, 
and create more taxpayers. The federal gov-
ernment is not going to spend us out of a 
slowdown. That is not an option. You want to 
increase the tax rolls? Then increase the op-
portunities for work. You do that by empow-
ering consumers, employing workers, growing 
the economy. 

This is the taxpayer’s money, not the federal 
government’s. I urge my colleagues to pass 
this bill. H.R. 2 is the kick-start this economy 
needs.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, in Oregon 
the economic pain of unemployment and state 
budget deficits is not an abstraction. The na-
tion’s highest unemployment rate of 7.6 per-
cent is compounded by failure of the federal 
government to meet its commitments for 
hometown security, healthcare and education. 
Not only is the rate of unemployment high, 
many are experiencing long-term unemploy-
ment. Nationally, nearly 2 million workers have 
been out of work for at least 6 months, the 
highest level in 20 years. 

Oregonians are clear about their priorities: 
(a) Education—We must fully fund IDEA 

and the President’s own signature education 
bill. 
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(b) Healthcare—Oregon’s budget crisis is 

forcing reductions, cuts and closures to critical 
programs for our seniors, disadvantaged, and 
poor. We must fund these basic services. 

(c) Spending on Crumbling Bridges—Infra-
structure investments put people to work to-
morrow, improve economic efficiency and bet-
ter our communities. Replacing Oregon’s 
bridges will cost over $4 billion and would pro-
vide 190,000 jobs and $25 billion in economic 
activity. 

(d) Hometown Security—My constituents 
are concerned about security from terrorism 
and health threats such as SARS. We should 
invest in projects and programs that will make 
our communities safer and healthier. 

(e) Unemployment Benefits—We need to 
extend the unemployment benefits due to ex-
pire. 

We should reject the Enron-style accounting 
used in this tax bill, which distorts the true 
costs and intent of the tax cut package. The 
Republican estimate of ‘‘only’’ $550 billion was 
accomplished by putting in unrealistic ‘‘sun-
sets’’ to various tax provisions. The tax cuts 
they have every intention of making perma-
nent will increase deficits by over $1.1 trillion 
if in place over the next 10 years. 

Current budget realities, a wavering econ-
omy, and international conflicts have resulted 
in tumultuous and complicated times. How-
ever, a simple course of fiscal responsibility 
and domestic security can be achieved by tak-
ing common sense actions: 

No tax cuts before we meet our obligations; 
Be honest about the actual costs of tax cuts 

and spending; 
Meet federal obligations to programs that 

are staggering state and local budgets; 
Help those who need it the most, not the 

least; 
Don’t mortgage the future by playing fast 

and loose with the truth today and the econ-
omy tomorrow.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, it’s been said 
that the French drink champagne only when 
they’re happy or when they’re sad. Otherwise, 
they never touch it . . . unless they’re thirsty. 

This is kind of like the Republicans’ ap-
proach to tax cuts. Republicans propose tax 
cuts when the budget is in surplus. They pro-
pose tax cuts when the budget is in deficit. 
Otherwise, they never propose tax cuts . . . 
unless they’re thirsty for more giveaways for 
the rich. 

President Bush took office with a projected 
$5.6 trillion budget surplus and the Repub-
licans immediately called for a huge tax cut. 
Now the Republicans have turned that surplus 
into what will be a $4.0 trillion budget deficit 
by 2011, and they are still calling for a huge 
tax cut. 

Republicans have violated the First Law of 
Holes, which is ‘‘When you’re in one, stop 
digging.’’

Although the war in Iraq has ended, but 
President Bush has dropped his own version 
of the MOAB—the Mother Of All Budgets—on 
the American economy. 

Unlike the Army’s MOAB, the Bush MOAB 
devastates the Medicare program and the So-
cial Security trust fund. 

The Bush MOAB pounds the Social Security 
and Medicare trust funds for the Greatest 
Generation who built this country. 

The Bush MOAB shells funding for health 
care for America’s veterans. 

And the Bush MOAB obliterates education 
funding for our children and jobs for Ameri-
cans out of work. 

As the Bush administration and this Repub-
lican Congress drop a MOAB on the American 
people and our economy, they are also air 
dropping bottles of champagne on the wealthi-
est individuals and corporations in our country 
who will be the primary beneficiaries of this 
selfish and unprecedented tax cut. Because 
according to the GOP, there is no bad time for 
a tax cut—if you ask a majority of Americans, 
they’ll tell you that in a devastated economy at 
a time of war, it is IMMORAL to cut taxes for 
the wealthiest at the expense of the poorest 
Americans. 

We should be putting funds aside to help 
care for the estimated 14 million Americans 
who will have Alzheimer’s by the middle of the 
century, the more than 1 million people who 
suffer from Parkinson’s Disease, or the 30,000 
Americans afflicted with Lou Gehrig’s Disease. 

We should be putting funds aside to care for 
the Baby Boomers, who will be retiring in huge 
numbers at the end of the decade. This group 
will soon begin drawing an estimated $25 tril-
lion in Social Security and Medicare benefits, 
which are currently unfunded. 

This Republican tax cut and Bush MOAB 
blows up our country’s fiscal future and the 
potential for our government to take care of 
those who built this country and fought for this 
country.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I favor cutting 
taxes, but in balanced and fiscally responsible 
ways. That’s why I have been one of the few 
Democrats in Congress who has been willing 
to cross party lines to vote for eliminating the 
estate tax, to vote for eliminating the marriage 
penalty, to vote for cutting taxes for small 
businesses, to vote for cutting taxes to help 
people pay for education and retirement, and 
to vote for cutting taxes for senior citizens. 

With a war in Iraq and looming postwar 
costs, increased expenses for domestic secu-
rity and a ballooning budget deficit, Congress 
must exercise restraint on both revenues and 
spending to prevent fiscal policy from spiraling 
out of control. The consensus in favor of bal-
ancing the budget over the long term must be 
re-established. 

The fiscal outlook is much worse than offi-
cial administration projections indicate. These 
projections assume that the tax cuts enacted 
in 2001 will expire at the end of 2010. They 
also assume that discretionary spending, the 
part of the budget that pays for national de-
fense, domestic security, education and trans-
portation, will shrink continuously as a share 
of the economy. Neither of these assumptions 
is realistic. 

We need a tax bill that recognizes the bal-
looning budget deficit and address the eco-
nomic realities of the world we are facing. 

No one denies that our economy needs an 
immediate stimulus. Unfortunately, this meas-
ure fails to provide such a stimulus, but in-
stead gives away billions to the wealthy while 
creating precious few jobs. 

This tax bill is completely out of touch with 
the economic realities facing the federal gov-
ernment, the states, and millions of American 
taxpayers and workers. It fails to provide real 
solutions to the problems of stagnant eco-
nomic growth, unemployment and the fiscal 
crises in the states. For the past two and a 
half years, this Congress has given the Presi-
dent everything he wanted on economic pol-
icy, and it has led to a total economic disaster. 
We’ve lost more jobs than any time since the 
Second World War. Why would we want to 
vote for more of the same? 

In addition to being ineffective, today’s bill is 
also unfair. Benefits targeted to low- and mid-
dle-income families, such as the expansion of 
the 10 percent tax bracket and the increase in 
the child tax credit, are temporary, while the 
centerpiece of the measure—a massive cut in 
the dividend and capital gains tax rates cost-
ing nearly $280 billion—is essentially perma-
nent, sun setting at the end of the budget pe-
riod. 

According to the Center on Budget and Pol-
icy Priorities and the Tax Policy Center, tax-
payers with incomes of more than $1 million 
will receive an average tax cut of $105,600 in 
2003, with $42,800 of that coming from cuts in 
the capital gains and dividends tax rate, while 
middle income taxpayers would receive an av-
erage tax cut of just $218. The top 5 percent 
of households would receive 75 percent of the 
benefits from the dividend and capital gains 
rate cut, while only one-fifth of households 
with income between $40,000 and $50,000 a 
year receive any benefit at all. 

In return for cutting taxes for the wealthy, 
the government will be saddled with stag-
gering long-term deficits that will burden future 
generations. As a result, it will reduce our abil-
ity to support vital programs such as Social 
Security and Medicare, as well as make need-
ed investments in schools, health care, infra-
structure, and basic research. 

Long-term deficits also weaken economic 
growth. Just last week, Federal Reserve 
Chairman Alan Greenspan warned against 
costly new tax cuts when the government is 
already facing record-high deficits. Wall Street 
analysts estimate that annual deficits over the 
next 10 years could total $4 trillion, with a pos-
sible budget deficit this year alone of nearly 
$500 billion—the highest annual deficit in the 
history of the republic. Just two years ago, the 
projected surplus was $5.6 trillion. As the defi-
cits increases, interest rates go up—which 
makes it harder on families to pay for mort-
gages, education loans, credit card bills, and 
car payments. 

Further, the bill does nothing to address the 
budget crises affecting the states, which are 
facing their worst budget gaps since World 
War II. Unlike the federal government, states 
must balance their budgets every year and 
have been forced to cut programs and lay off 
thousands of workers. 

Mr. Speaker the unemployment rate is now 
at 6 percent and the number of workers who 
have been unemployed for more than six 
months account for 20 percent of all unem-
ployed workers, the largest proportion in a 
decade. There are almost 9 million officially 
unemployed Americans and another 9 million 
who are either working part-time because they 
can’t find full-time work or who are so com-
pletely discouraged that they have stopped 
looking for work. The economy has lost over 
2 million jobs in the last two years, but this bill 
does nothing to help the unemployed. 

In his State of the Union address earlier this 
year, the president said that ‘‘we will not pass 
along our problems to other Congresses, other 
presidents, and other generations.’’ But this 
bill does exactly that. This is the third ‘‘eco-
nomic stimulus’’ package of the Bush adminis-
tration. The first two did little to stimulate the 
economy and no one, including the Congres-
sional Budget Office, expects this bill will do 
much better. Why on earth would we want to 
saddle today’s children with debt to give bo-
nuses to wealthy people, knowing full well that 
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economic benefits will not trickle down to mid-
dle income people? We need real stimulus 
that will create jobs, fuel the economy, and 
help our states through their current fiscal cri-
ses.

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, last week, 
Congress received some troubling economic 
news. The unemployment rate is now at 6 per-
cent. 

That news ought to send a clear signal to 
members of this body that we need a strong 
economic recovery plan. 

You see, when the economy grows, some-
body is more likely to find work. Therefore, we 
ought to be asking the questions: How do we 
encourage economic growth? What can this 
Congress do to promote job creation here in 
America? 

The other day I was speaking with someone 
who doesn’t agree that cutting taxes are a 
good thing. They expressed to me their con-
cern that if we continue to cut taxes that we 
will only continue deeper into deficits. They 
said, ‘‘Aren’t you at all concerned about defi-
cits?’’

I responded that of course I was concerned 
and there are three proven steps we can take 
to control them. 

I said, ‘‘The way I see it, there are three 
things we can do to control deficits—we can 
either raise taxes, control spending, or cut 
taxes.’’

I asked if they were in favor of raising taxes. 
Of course not, was their immediate response. 

I then asked, which programs do you want 
to significantly cut to control spending. They 
responded they couldn’t think of anything that 
should be cut. 

I then said, well, you have to be for cutting 
taxes. It’s the only other option for controlling 
deficits. 

They sat there silent for a second, thinking 
about what I had said. They then turned to me 
and said, you know what—you’re right. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe the best way to 
achieve growth is for hard working people to 
keep more of their own money. This bill 
achieves the result of putting money back into 
the taxpayer’s pocket, which will in turn stimu-
late economic activity, and create much need-
ed jobs. 

The Jobs and Growth Tax Act before us 
today is an important sign that members of 
both parties in the House of Representatives 
now recognize that tax relief helps create jobs. 

This legislation will lower taxes on capital 
gains, lower taxes on dividends that small 
businesses could write off, and reduce indi-
vidual income tax rates. 

If you’re interested in job creation, if you’re 
interested in a pro-growth package, then let’s 
enact meaningful tax relief and pass this bill 
so more Americans can find work.

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, today we are con-
sidering the legislative follow-up to the major-
ity’s irresponsible budget resolution narrowly 
passed earlier this year. It is another chance 
to ask ourselves if what we are doing is the 
right choice for America, and the right choice 
for future generations. I can only hope that 
this House reflects on past performance, and 
switches course away from the path toward 
fiscal oblivion that the majority is leading our 
nation. 

Based on the policies promoted by the 
President and the majority, the Federal Gov-
ernment will be running deficits as far as the 
eye can see, with a record $400 billion deficit 

in 2004 alone. Just to keep things in perspec-
tive, the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mated in 2000 that by 2010, we would have 
a $5.6 trillion budget surplus. That projected 
surplus has turned into a projected $2 trillion 
deficit over ten years—a reverse of $8 trillion 
since President Bush took office. 

Now, it is understandable that in a time of 
economic slowdown, increased terrorist 
threats, and military action in Iraq, government 
spending priorities change, and we may have 
to run some short-term budget deficits to meet 
new challenges. However, the most disturbing 
thing about the majority’s fiscal policy is that 
they make no effort to stem this deficit trend. 

This is an important problem because defi-
cits do matter. Contrary to what the President 
and the congressional leadership are claiming 
to the American people that deficits somehow, 
some way, magically do not matter anymore in 
regards to economic performance, history, and 
leading economists, tell us different. 

In an opinion article printed in the New York 
Times on April 9, 2003, titled ‘‘No New Tax 
Cuts,’’ members of the nonpartisan and widely 
respected Concord Coalition, including former 
Senators Bob Kerrey, Sam Nunn, and Warren 
B. Rudman, former cabinet secretaries Peter 
G. Peterson and Robert E. Rubin, and former 
Federal Reserve chairman Paul A. Volcker, 
outlined their opposition to the majority’s plan 
because of its long-term fiscal impacts.

In the article, they state that ‘‘Congress can-
not simply conclude that deficits don’t matter. 
Over the long term, deficits matter a great 
deal. They lower future economic growth by 
reducing the level of national savings that can 
be devoted to productive investments. They 
raise interest rates higher than they would be 
otherwise. They raise interest payments on 
the national debt. They reduce the fiscal flexi-
bility to deal with unexpected developments. If 
we forget these economic consequences, we 
risk creating an insupportable tax burden for 
the next generation.’’

We cannot in good conscience pass along 
an unconquerable debt to future generations. 
Further, we should not be enacting unbal-
anced tax cuts that will fail to stimulate the 
economy. 

For example, the Republican tax package is 
heavily weighted toward the top 0.1 percent of 
income earners (those making over $1 million 
annually) with approximately 25 percent of the 
$550 billion package going to this top 0.1 per-
cent. This amount is equal to what 90 percent 
of the rest of all taxpayers will see from the 
proposal. 

This imbalance is highlighted in the most 
talked about portions of this legislation, the 
dividend and capital gains tax cuts. These 
cuts will do little if anything to stimulate the 
economy and will be of very little benefit to 
most Americans. In fact, nearly 80 percent of 
Americans making less than $100,000 per 
year report no dividend income. Further, the 
Republicans attempt to mask the total cost of 
their proposal by sunseting many of their cuts 
after five years. With a plan that excludes the 
vast majority of Americans, it is not surprising 
that economic experts from across the political 
spectrum have stated clearly that the Repub-
lican plan makes little sense at this time. 

A statement issued by ten Nobel prize win-
ning economists on February 10, 2003, sup-
ports this point. It reads ‘‘regardless of how 
one views the specifics of the Bush plan, there 
is wide agreement that its purpose is a perma-

nent change in the tax structure and not the 
creation of jobs and growth in the near-term. 
The permanent dividend tax cut, in particular, 
is not credible as short-term stimulus. As tax 
reform, the dividend tax cut is misdirected in 
that it targets individuals rather than corpora-
tions, is overly complex, and could be, but is 
not, part of a revenue-neutral tax reform ef-
fort.’’

What makes the least sense is that the Re-
publicans are moving this ineffective tax cut 
package at exactly the worst moment in our 
Nation’s history, when we have 80 million 
baby boomers rapidly approaching retirement 
age and starting to enter the Social Security 
and Medicare systems. Instead of the irre-
sponsible budget before us, we should be 
practicing fiscal discipline to get the Nation on 
sound fiscal footing in anticipation of that de-
mographic time bomb going off. 

We have an alternative proposal ready that 
offers real and responsible economic stimulus, 
while ensuring the viability of Social Security 
and Medicare. Unfortunately, the majority has 
refused to allow debate on this Democratic al-
ternative. 

The alternative focuses on the middle class 
by permanently increasing the child tax credit, 
ending the marriage penalty tax, and providing 
$32 billion to small businesses so they can ex-
pand and create jobs. Most importantly, how-
ever, the Democratic plan is fast acting, will 
create more jobs than the Republican plan, 
and is fully paid for so our children and grand-
children are not left holding a bag full of 
I.O.U.s and debt. 

The Democratic plan also extends unem-
ployment benefits to some of the 2.7 million 
workers who have lost their jobs, mostly in 
manufacturing, since President Bush took of-
fice. This is particularly important for my home 
state of Wisconsin, which had the third highest 
rate of new unemployment filings in March. 
Economists estimate this investment in our 
workforce will yield $1.73 in economic growth 
for every $1 invested, compared to $0.09 for 
every dollar spent in the majority’s plan. 

The President has gotten everything he has 
requested for the economy from Congress, 
and the results show the worst economic per-
formance under any President in the last 50 
years. Now is the time to stop the bleeding, 
and start making responsible fiscal decisions. 
It is time to start investing in our children, in-
stead of borrowing against their future. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the majority’s 
irresponsible tax package and pass the motion 
to recommit so that we can bring forward the 
Democratic alternative.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to express my outrage at this irrespon-
sible, not to mention unfair, tax bill that the 
majority has concocted. 

This bill is full of gimmicks to hide its real 
cost, but when all is said and done, the total 
cost of the President’s package combined with 
his previously enacted tax cuts will result in a 
$2.8 trillion deficit by 2013. 

$2.8 trillion. 
That’s some feat considering that this Presi-

dent inherited a $5.6 trillion surplus. 
This bill is beyond irresponsible. And, if that 

weren’t bad enough, this plan is unfair. 
Those at the very top will get a generous 

tax cut, but those at the bottom will do no bet-
ter. 

In the first year, households with incomes of 
more than $1 million would receive an aver-
age tax cut of over $93,000, while households 
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earning between $40,000 and $50,000 would 
average a cut of only $452. 

Despite their claims to the contrary, there is 
no evidence that this bill will create even one 
job. 

Nor will it lead to sustained, long-term eco-
nomic growth. It will undermine our economy 
and create record deficits that will burden our 
future generations. 

The simple truth is that Republicans de-
signed this bill to give their wealthy friends 
huge tax breaks, while offering nothing for 
those who truly need tax relief—the working 
families and individuals of America. 

What little help they do offer to the middle 
class expires at the end of 2005, while the 
capital gains and dividend tax cuts continue 
through 2013. But, it’s not secret that the ma-
jority intends to extend them indefinitely there-
after. 

They did it before, and you had better be-
lieve that they’d do it again. And when they 
do, this $550 billion plan will end up costing us 
more than $1 trillion. 

This bill is unacceptable. 
We can do better. We have the ability, we 

have the capacity to do better, and we must 
do better. We owe it to the hardworking Amer-
icans who won’t benefit under this bill. 

And, we owe it to the 2.7 million people 
who’ve lost their jobs since President Bush 
took office. This bill has no compassion for 
them. They’re left out in the cold under this 
proposal. 

It is a shame and it is a disgrace. I just don’t 
understand it. 

I can’t for the life of me understand how we 
can spend billions of dollars to rebuild Iraq—
to build schools, to provide health care—yet 
we can’t find a cent for our unemployed here 
at home. 

That is not right, that is not fair, and that is 
not just. 

As a great nation, we must do better. 
I urge my colleagues to vote no on this irre-

sponsible and unfair bill.
Mr. THOMPSON of California. Mr. Speaker, 

on April 24, President Bush told the workers of 
Canton, Ohio that the best way to solve the 
deficit is to grow the revenues—and have fis-
cal sanity in Washington, DC. 

As a member of the Blue Dog Coalition, I’ve 
been championing fiscal sanity since I first 
came to Congress. But, I just don’t see the fis-
cal sanity of passing a $550 billion tax cut 
package that we flat out can’t afford. 

Especially when it’s a tax package touted as 
help for the working person and the elderly but 
structured to help those in the top income 
brackets. 

The corner stone of this bill is a proposal to 
reduce the tax paid on dividends and capital 
gains. 

We’ve heard all about how this is going to 
stimulate the economy and create jobs, and 
boy is it ever going to help out seniors, with 
over half of them receiving dividend income. 

Well, yes. Over half of our Nation’s seniors 
receive dividend income. And, this bill will cut 
their taxes. But, if they make less than 
$50,000 a year, their tax cut will be a grand 
total of $44. 

Since the average senior income is far less 
than $50,000, it doesn’t seem that this bill is 
going to help seniors as much as some might 
like you to think. 

And, this bill certainly doesn’t help Amer-
ica’s workers as much as some might like you 
to think. 

The White House claims that this bill will 
create 190,000 jobs in this year alone. That’s 
great, because the Labor Department says 
that we just lost 190,000 jobs in March and 
April. In fact, we’ve lost 2.7 million jobs since 
the last round of tax cuts were passed—over 
239,000 in California alone. 

And this new tax bill doesn’t mean more 
jobs for California. In fact, this tax bill doesn’t 
do anything good for California. 

Over 146,000 jobs will be lost and state rev-
enue will be cut by more than $1.2 billion. 
And, at the end of the day, most Californians, 
47 percent, will get a tax cut of less than 
$100. 

Where’s the fiscal sanity in growing the def-
icit through a $550 billion tax cut, when the 
people who really need our help aren’t the 
ones who are getting it? 

Right now, this country is over $6.4 trillion in 
debt. 

We increased our debt limit by $450 billion 
just 10 months ago—and we’ve already spent 
all of it. Now, we are trying to increase the 
debt limit by an additional $980 billion. 

But, it doesn’t look like that increase will 
come in time; it seems we’ve spent our money 
so quickly that we need to borrow an addi-
tional $79 billion just to meet our bills in May 
and June. 

If we can’t pay our bills now, how are we 
going to do it once we’ve shrunk revenues by 
$550 billion? Will we just borrow more? 

At the rate we’re going, this Nation is going 
to be over $12 trillion in debt within 10 years. 

And, don’t forget—we pay interest on that 
debt. Today, it costs us over $1 billion a day. 
Ten years from now, under a best case sce-
nario of interest rates not going up, it will cost 
us over $2 billion a day. 

Some say that debt only matters in compari-
son to our GDP. Well, if things don’t change, 
by 2013 our debt will be almost 50 percent of 
our GDP. That matters. And, it matters now, 
when debt is almost 35 percent of our GDP. 

Debt does matter. Deficits do matter. 
They matter less in times of war, but they 

are still critically important factors in our over-
all economic security. 

And, passing measures that will only worsen 
our economic projections and pass the buck—
and the bill—to future generations is neither 
fiscally responsible nor fiscally sane.

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition 
to H.R. 2. This is simply another tax cut for 
the rich that will have no real effect on the 
economy. Its only effect will be to put more 
Americans out of work, and leave more Ameri-
cans out of luck. 

Let’s be honest with the American people, 
this bill is about overhauling the Tax Code bit 
by bit until working families pay the lion’s 
share of the taxes. It has nothing to do with 
getting the economy moving again. 

This package fails to create jobs or create 
the conditions for an economic recovery. Iron-
ically enough, this bill that the Republicans are 
calling an economic stimulus plan actually 
does the exact opposite. 

It fails to extend the unemployment benefits 
that millions of Americans are depending on to 
pay for groceries, utilities, and rent, and 
makes it more difficult for Americans to get 
back to work. 

And it pushes us into the abyss of deficit 
spending, which will only create more drag on 
the economy. 

It just doesn’t make sense. 

Four hundred economists, including eight 
Nobel Prize winners and FED Chairman 
Greenspan, have all expressed severe doubts 
about whether this bill will do anything other 
than jeopardize Social Security and increase 
the deficit to $1.4 trillion. 

While school districts are suffering from the 
nationwide State budget crisis, Republicans 
aim to deny States the money owed to them 
from the No Child Left Behind Act. While the 
shelves at food banks are empty Republicans 
are cutting back on government programs like 
food stamps, welfare and others that help peo-
ple during difficult times. 

How is this bill going to stimulate the econ-
omy? Only 9 percent of the tax cuts would 
take place this year. The rest of the plan cen-
ters on the President’s dividend tax cut. It cuts 
the tax on stocks and dividends by more than 
50 percent. American working families don’t 
live from dividend check to dividend check; 
they live from paycheck to paycheck. 

Last, we should remember that the war in 
Iraq didn’t cause the massive budget deficit. 
The deficit is due to the millionaire-only tax cut 
that Congress passed 2 years ago. The deficit 
has only grown worse because of the Bush 
economy, the war, and corporate scandals in 
the last year. 

We cannot afford to make the same mistake 
twice. American working families deserve bet-
ter. 

Mr. Speaker, I will not vote for this, and I 
encourage my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to call for a real economic stimulus plan 
and a budget that will help put American work-
ing families back on their feet.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, today, 
I rise in strong support of H.R. 2, the Jobs and 
Growth Tax Act. It is clear our Nation’s econ-
omy needs a spark, and I believe H.R. 2 will 
provide that needed spark. 

The President said that we need more de-
mand for goods and services so more Ameri-
cans can find work, and I agree. The best way 
to encourage demand for goods and services 
is to let taxpayers keep their hard-earned 
money. 

Our economic growth plan calls for speed-
ing up the historic tax relief we passed in 2001 
so individuals and families get the benefits of 
those tax cuts today, when we need it most. 
Under the House plan, nearly every American 
who pays income taxes will get much needed 
tax relief. 

This tax relief will help small business men 
and women expand their businesses. The job 
growth measures contained in this bill means 
an average of nearly 20,000 jobs will be cre-
ated in New Jersey, each year for the next 4 
years—with 25,000 jobs created in 2004 
alone. 

It will also mean for nearly 800,000 parents 
in New Jersey, a check—this year, within 
weeks of the bill’s signing—for up to $400 for 
each eligible child who qualifies for the in-
creased child tax credit, which under current 
law stands at $600 per child, but under the bill 
we passed today would be increased to 
$1,000. 

Ninety-two million American taxpayers 
would receive, on average, a tax cut of $1,083 
in 2003—putting nearly $100 billion back into 
the economy over the next 12 months. 

Three million moderate-income families 
would see their income tax burden eliminated 
entirely. 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 03:54 May 10, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00077 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A09MY7.100 H09PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3938 May 9, 2003
The marriage tax penalty would be reduced 

for working couples this year, instead of wait-
ing until 2009. In New Jersey, this means re-
lief for nearly 1.2 million married couples. 

America has made tremendous strides in 
the strengthening of our national security, and 
now we must take steps that are just as bold 
to protect our economic security. Tax relief 
that will help create jobs, let taxpayers keep 
more of the hard-earned money and imme-
diately inject millions into our market-based 
economy is the answer. 

For those reasons and more, H.R. 2 is an 
important step on the path toward renewed 
economic growth and job security for all Amer-
icans. I urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
H.R. 2.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong support of H.R. 2, the Jobs and 
Growth Tax Reconciliation Act of 2003. This 
economic plan will lead to the creation of jobs 
and stimulate our economy both in the short-
term and the long-term. 

This plan provides much needed tax relief 
for seniors, families and for small businesses 
all with the aim of creating jobs and getting 
our economy going. 

First, as an age group, senior citizens will 
be the most benefited by cutting the dividend 
tax. Seniors are more likely than most Ameri-
cans to own dividend-paying stocks, receiving 
47 percent of all dividends. 

Since 1978, half of all dividend-paying 
stocks have stopped paying dividends, pri-
marily because they are double taxed by the 
Federal Government. A drastic reduction in 
the dividend tax will (1) encourage businesses 
to pay higher dividends, (2) give a more de-
pendable return on investments, and (3) lead 
to better corporate accountability. 

Many seniors took the necessary steps to 
provide for their retirement and double tax-
ation of dividends hurts them and must be 
eliminated. Eliminating the double taxation of 
dividends will put billions of dollars back into 
the economy each year and enhance the re-
tirement savings of all Americans. 

Small businesses are the backbone of our 
economy and unfortunately they are being 
taxed out of business. Passage of the Presi-
dent’s tax plan will provide small businesses 
with significant tax incentives to expand their 
operations. Specifically, the bill will boost the 
economy by allowing small businesses to 
write-off in the first year, $100,000 in new 
equipment purchases. Current law allows 
them to deduct only $25,000. This level of tax 
relief will lead to equipment purchases, which 
will in turn create jobs and increase produc-
tivity. 

In addition to the provisions above, other 
provisions of the tax bill will further benefit 
American families, who are hardest hit by Fed-
eral tax policies. 

Adoption of the President’s tax plan will in-
crease and expand the child tax credit to 
$1,000 per child today, instead of waiting until 
2010 as is in the current law. The bill also cuts 
the marriage penalty, which unfairly forces 
married couples to pay more in taxes. 

Increasing the per child tax credit and cut-
ting the marriage penalty, empower American 
families by letting them keep more of the 
money they have worked so hard to earn. 

This is vital legislation and I urge my col-
leagues, for the sake of America’s workers, 
seniors and families, to vote yes for H.R. 2, 
the Jobs Growth Tax Reconciliation Act of 
2003.

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, scores of Ameri-
cans continue to lose their jobs each day, the 
deficit climbs to new and unprecedented 
heights, states and local communities struggle 
to find the resources to protect their commu-
nities from potential terrorist threats, and we 
have only made a down payment on the ex-
penses of the war on terrorism. 

These are not circumstances which cry out 
for a half-trillion dollar tax cut. Far from it—
they call for prudence, for fiscal responsibility, 
and for an acknowledgement that the govern-
ment cannot denude itself of the ability to de-
fend itself by increasing spending and cutting 
taxes with no end in sight. 

I rise today to urge my colleagues to op-
pose this fiscally irresponsible tax plan that will 
only saddle future generations with enormous 
debt and put us on a path of almost perma-
nent deficits. 

Over the last 2 years, a staggering 2.7 mil-
lion private sector jobs have been lost and the 
number of people unemployed for 6 months or 
longer has tripled. My Democratic colleagues 
have responded to this crisis by delivering a 
job creation plan to jumpstart our economy 
and put Americans back to work. By putting 
money directly in the pockets of those who 
need it most and those most likely to spend it, 
the Democratic plan will get our economy 
moving again. 

The House leadership plan, on the other 
hand, ignores the desires and demands of 
Americans. By making room for a dividend tax 
cut proposal and tax cuts for the wealthy, the 
House leadership has indicated a willingness 
to sacrifice funding for important domestic pri-
orities such as education, health care, and a 
significant Medicare prescription drug benefit. 

We must work harder, we must do better, to 
ensure that budget decisions are made in a 
balanced and thoughtful way that maintains 
fiscal discipline, continues to pay down our 
debt, and supports priorities like Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. 

In years past, my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle have touted the virtues of fis-
cal responsibility. I urge them to return to that 
position by joining us in embracing a fiscally 
responsible approach to stimulating our econ-
omy and providing relief and investment for all 
Americans.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, this debate is 
all about jobs and job creation. One side has 
a plan, and the other side has failed ideas that 
have yet to help America or create one new 
job. Since George Bush assumed the Presi-
dency, America has seen 2.7 million American 
jobs disappear. But what does the President 
and the Republicans think we should do—give 
millionaires a tax break on their stock divi-
dends. 

This will not create one new job. Even the 
conservative Wall Street Journal has stated 
that this Republican tax give-away will actually 
destroy job creation in America, something the 
Republicans have become very good at in 3 
short years. 

The Wall Street Journal states, ‘‘The elimi-
nation of taxes on dividends will diminish the 
abilities of businesses to take tax incentives 
on capital investment and R&D—things that 
actually create jobs’’. 

All the while, Democrats support a plan that 
will actually create one million new jobs here 
in America, while extending unemployment 
benefits for the millions of Americans who 
have lost their jobs due to the failed economic 

policies of George Bush and the Republican 
Party. 

Oppose Bush-onomics, which has seen the 
disappearance of over 3,100 jobs a day since 
January 2001 and start to fight for Americans 
and American jobs.

Mr. PASTOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
total and complete opposition to this ill-advised 
legislation that masquerades as a vehicle for 
creating jobs. There is nothing, I repeat, noth-
ing in this bill that will create any jobs. 

The President has traveled throughout the 
country saying this is a jobs bill and if we, 
once again, give massive tax cuts to the top 
10 percent of earners in this country, we will 
have more jobs. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. 

Have we forgotten that in this very month, 
just 2 years ago, we passed the Economic 
Growth and Tax Relief Act Reconciliation Act 
which cut taxes by $1.35 trillion. And, do the 
Members of this House realize that unemploy-
ment, now, 2 years later, remains at 6 per-
cent. This House passed one of the largest 
tax cuts in the history of the Nation in 2001, 
in hopes of creating jobs and growing the 
economy, and we have created no jobs, in 
fact, we have lost almost 2.7 million private 
sector jobs, and the economy grows at a mea-
sly 1.6 percent, the weakest economic growth 
in 50 years. 

Bottom line, Mr. Chairman, huge tax cuts for 
upper income individuals do nothing to create 
jobs. 

What this bill will do, though, is continue to 
add to the Nation’s debt. This tax cut will 
mean that we will have annual budget deficits 
year after year after year. This House has al-
ready passed a budget resolution with a pro-
jected deficit of $385 billion in fiscal year 
2004. And, if we don’t use the Social Security 
trust fund to mask this deficit, we are going to 
put ourselves $558.4 billion further in debt just 
this year. 

Economist after economist, including Alan 
Greenspan who testified to the Financial Serv-
ice Committee just last week, say that the in-
creased deficits caused by these tax cuts will 
actually damage the economy. Even our own 
Congressional Budget Office has said that the 
effect of this tax cut is not obvious. 

Mr. Chairman, over 74,000 hardworking 
Americans are losing their jobs every month. 
In the last 3 months, more than a half million 
people have lost their jobs. The President and 
this House choose to address that crisis by 
providing another massive tax cut to the 
wealthiest of Americans, in hopes that this will 
somehow put these people back to work. I 
must admit that I am missing the logic in this 
argument. And the millions of Americans who 
have lost their jobs since the last tax cut in 
May 2001 are also missing the logic, in fear. 

Mr. Chairman, we should send this bill back 
to the committee and to the White House and 
ask that they come back with meaningful and 
serious proposals to move this economy for-
ward. If we want to cut taxes, cut the taxes of 
those middle class Americans who will actually 
put that money back into the economy. If we 
want to create jobs, let’s pass legislation that 
increases educational and training programs 
and makes sure that large and small busi-
nesses invest their funds in programs to put 
people back to work. This bill does neither. 

It is time for serious solutions to serious 
problems. Politically motivated tax cuts for the 
wealthiest of Americans will not help the elder-
ly pay for their prescription drugs. These tax 
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cuts will not help the unemployed father live 
his dream of putting his children through col-
lege. These tax cuts will do nothing to help the 
single mother, who works in a factory or 
cleans 50 hotel rooms a day, find a better job 
in hopes of giving her children a better life. 

Let us reject this masquerade. Let us do 
something to help those who need our help.

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in opposition to this bill because it is 
a shortsighted attempt to appease special in-
terests at the expense of driving our country 
deeper into debt and shortchanging important 
programs. 

America is going through very trying times. 
The economy is stagnant, unemployment is 
up, consumer confidence is down and our 
Armed Forces have just fought a war with 
Iraq. Tax relief and stimulating the economy 
for Long Island have been my priorities since 
I came to Congress, and given the current 
state of the economy, are critical now more 
than ever. 

The debate surrounding an economic stim-
ulus package comes down to simply asking 
the question, ‘‘What stimulates the economy?’’ 
There is a fine balance between giving our 
economy a shot in the arm, slowing the 
growth of the deficit, giving families and small 
businesses the tax relief they need and pro-
tecting our country’s national security con-
cerns. 

Today’s proposal falls short from achieving 
this balance because the bulk of its stimulus 
is aimed at providing dividend and capital 
gains tax relief. This $280 billion proposal, 
more than half the cost of the entire bill, does 
not provide our economy the bang for the 
buck needed for future growth. 

In fact, I’m concerned this proposal could 
actually have serious impacts on other seg-
ments of the economy. For example, if we 
provide special tax treatment for companies 
that offer dividends, what happens to smaller 
companies who do not offer dividends, but in-
stead use additional income to invest in their 
company, i.e. technology, etc.? Would they 
have a difficult time attracting investors? More-
over, what happens to the bond market? Mu-
nicipalities rely heavily on bonds to finance 
school construction and other public works 
projects. How will they compete against com-
panies that offer dividends with this new tax 
treatment? 

Instead of spending the bulk of a stimulus 
plan on a proposal that only benefits compa-
nies offering dividends, we should help the 
areas of our economy that could benefit most 
from a stimulus. For example, State and local 
governments are struggling as the faltering 
economy has caused huge fiscal problems for 
the States, at the same time that States need 
to spend more on critical investments, such as 
homeland security, healthcare, and education. 
In fact, States are facing budget deficits in the 
range of $60 to $85 billion for State fiscal year 
2004, larger than any time in the last half-cen-
tury. 

We can help our States by investing in infra-
structure and homeland security projects that 
create jobs and lowers unemployment. In ad-
dition, it would cost a fraction of the $280 bil-
lion dividend proposal Republicans insist on 
passing today. 

What I find equally upsetting is the dis-
regard for our national debt. This bill pushes 
our country $550 billion deeper into debt. And 
although Republicans claim that going deeper 

in debt is necessary to get out of debt, you 
must carefully examine the polices that claim 
to bring us back into balance. Unfortunately, 
Republicans have failed to show why we 
should support a dividend tax break instead of 
helping our States and middle-income house-
holds. If we are going into debt, it shouldn’t be 
on the back of flawed policy. 

As the majority, House leadership could 
have allowed plenty of time to debate the mer-
its of their proposal, but instead they choose 
not to allow anyone to offer amendments and 
limit debate to 2 hours. This balant disregard 
of the Democratic process is yet another ex-
ample of this Republican Congress cowering 
to special interests and forcing another flawed 
policy on the American people. This take it or 
leave it attitude does nothing to improve the 
state of our ailing economy. It does, however, 
jeopardize what we leave behind to our chil-
dren.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, as 
the national data continue to show how bad 
this Bush recession really is hurting the Amer-
ican people, the GOP majority has once again 
missed a golden opportunity to pass an eco-
nomic growth plan that really helps working 
men and women, the very people who have 
suffered the most under this administration’s 
unsound policies. 

Today, we have before us an irresponsible 
$550 billion Republican tax bill that is based 
on the President’s goal of eliminating taxes on 
dividend income and continues the Republican 
mismanagement of our Nation’s economy by 
recklessly borrowing from future generations 
to reward the wealthy. 

I support an alternative economic growth 
plan that creates over 1 million jobs, provides 
assistance to individuals, small businesses 
and States through a fair distribution of bene-
fits without gimmicks, and makes investments 
in homeland security, infrastructure, and 
health care. I support a plan that provides for 
greater economic stability by committing to fis-
cal responsibility, preserving Social Security, 
and ensuring minimal long-term debt. Even 
Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan 
recently has reiterated his position that the 
Nation is best served when the cost of any 
new tax cuts are offset, something the Rangel 
plan does. The cost of the Rangel plan is off-
set by suspending scheduled future tax cuts 
for the top two income tax brackets—tax-
payers with incomes about $151,300. 

The plan I support, offered by Mr. Rangel, 
provides a stark contrast to the Bush adminis-
tration’s indifference to the growing unemploy-
ment crisis. Over 2 million job shave been lost 
since 2001. It is therefore critical that we ex-
tend emergency unemployment benefits for 
another 6 months and also increase benefits 
by 13 weeks to 26 weeks total. The Rangel 
plan does exactly that. But again, just like last 
year, the majority is not addressing these real 
needs to help the unemployed—those who 
are, in fact, most likely to actually spent 
money and get our economy back on track. 
We cannot wait for unemployment benefits to 
expire before we act. 

Another stark contrast between the Rangel 
plan and the Bush plan is the assistance pro-
vided for State and local governments. With 
collective State and local deficits of $200 bil-
lion from fiscal year 2002–2004, the Federal 
Government has a major responsibility to help 
our State and local governments in many key 
areas such as health care, homeland security 

and infrastructure. We should provide assist-
ance to State and local governments. This will 
bolster national security and create job by 
temporarily expanding the Federal Medicaid 
Assistance Percentage (FMAP). We should 
target money to Homeland Security and infra-
structure projects that are ready to go. 

The Rangel plan would also expand the 
child tax credit, thereby covering nearly 2 mil-
lion additional children and boosting the level 
of the child tax credit from $600 to $800 per 
child. The income threshold would be dropped 
from $10,000 to $7,500 and the percentage of 
the credit that would be refundable for lower-
income taxpayers would be increased from 10 
to 15 percent. In addition, I would accelerate 
the start of marriage penalty relief, boosting 
current law standard deduction and EITC pro-
visions. 

I also believe that we should accelerate the 
10 percent income bracket and immediately 
expand the 10 percent marginal income tax 
rate to 2008 levels, from $6,000 to $7,000 for 
single individuals and from $12,000 to $14,000 
for married taxpayers filing jointly. Providing 
the targeted tax relief to this bracket and mar-
ginal income tax rate will have a much strong-
er stimulating effect on the economy instead 
of targeting the wealthiest in America who will 
end up saving instead of spending anyway. 

Furthermore, I believe Congress and the 
President must focus on job creation for small 
businesses and foster U.S.-based production 
by including business investment incentives to 
create and retain jobs in the United States. 

This can be done by allowing greater small 
business expensing and bonus depreciation 
and by closing the most egregious tax shelter 
loopholes and corporate expatriation tech-
niques. Under the Rangel plan, small busi-
nesses would be allowed to expense up to 
$75,000 of new investment costs, a $50,000 
increase from the current $25,000 that busi-
nesses are allowed to expense. Additionally, 
all companies would benefit from bonus de-
preciation that is revised to provide for 50 per-
cent bonus depreciation over the next 12 
months and a 30 percent bonus for the last 
half of 2004. Also, the Rangel plan would re-
peal the Foreign Sales Corporation (FSC)/
Extraterritorial Income (ETI) Tax Program and 
replace it with a corporate rate deduction for 
domestic manufacturers. This would provide 
American companies with a strong incentive to 
maintain and expand their operations in the 
United States, protect and create jobs and 
allow U.S. manufacturers to remain competi-
tive in the global marketplace. 

Our country needs responsible tax policies 
that do not further increase the deficit already 
built up under this administration’s watch. Ap-
parently the majority believes the only way to 
create jobs is by borrowing more money, ig-
noring the current deficit, and increasing the 
national debt. I disagree with this strategy. I 
disagree with their plan. And I strongly oppose 
passage of this misnamed jobs and growth 
plan. 

Unfortunately, the Rangel plan will not be 
given the vote it deserves on the House floor 
today. I am confident that if the American peo-
ple really knew what was in the Thomas plan, 
every Member of Congress would hear the 
outcry from their constituents to vote no on it. 
Apparently the majority is concerned about the 
same. How else can one explain the all-too-fa-
miliar blow they strike at the Democratic proc-
ess by not allowing a substitute to come to the 
floor? 
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I urge my colleagues to vote no on the 

Thomas plan, vote yes on the motion to re-
commit and support a responsible and effec-
tive stimulus plan.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). All time for debate has ex-
pired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 227, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
bill, as amended. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. RANGEL. I am, Mr. Speaker, in 
its present form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. RANGEL moves to recommit the 

bill, H.R. 2, with instructions to report 
the same back to the House forthwith 
with the following amendment:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES; TABLE 

OF CONTENTS. 
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 

the ‘‘Jobs and Growth Reconciliation Tax 
Act of 2003’’. 

(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as 
otherwise expressly provided, whenever in 
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a 
section or other provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(c) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title; references; table of con-

tents. 
TITLE I—IMMEDIATE STIMULUS AND 

JOB CREATION 
Subtitle A—Family Tax Relief 

Sec. 101. Acceleration of increase in child 
tax credit. 

Sec. 102. Increase in standard deduction for 
married taxpayers filing joint 
returns accelerated. 

Sec. 103. Acceleration of 10-percent indi-
vidual income tax rate bracket 
expansion. 

Sec. 104. Acceleration of elimination of mar-
riage penalty in earned income 
credit. 

Subtitle B—Incentives to Hire the Long-
Term Unemployed 

Sec. 111. Incentives to hire the long-term 
unemployed. 

Subtitle C—Extension of Unemployment 
Benefits 

Sec. 121. Short title. 
PART I—TEMPORARY EXTENDED 
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 

Sec. 131. References. 
Sec. 132. Extension of the Temporary Ex-

tended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 2002. 

Sec. 133. Entitlement to additional weeks of 
temporary extended unemploy-
ment compensation. 

Sec. 134. Extended benefit periods. 
PART II—UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR INDI-

VIDUALS QUALIFYING BASED ON PART-TIME 
WORK OR AN ALTERNATIVE BASE PERIOD 

Sec. 141. Federal-State agreements. 

Sec. 142. Payments to States having agree-
ments under this part. 

Sec. 143. Financing provisions. 
Sec. 144. Definitions. 
Sec. 145. Applicability. 

PART III—ENHANCED UNEMPLOYMENT 
BENEFITS 

Sec. 151. Federal-State agreements. 
Sec. 152. Payments to States having agree-

ments under this part. 
Sec. 153. Definitions. 
Sec. 154. Applicability. 

Subtitle D—Trust Fund to Meet Nation’s 
Pressing Needs 

Sec. 161. Trust fund to meet nation’s press-
ing needs. 

TITLE II—LONG-TERM JOB CREATION 
AND GROWTH 

Sec. 201. Increase and extension of bonus de-
preciation. 

Sec. 202. Increased expensing for small busi-
ness. 

Sec. 203. Deduction relating to income at-
tributable to United States pro-
duction activities. 

TITLE III—FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND 
PROVISIONS ADDRESSING CORPORATE 
ABUSE 

Subtitle A— General Provisions 
Sec. 301. Freeze of top individual income tax 

rates. 
Sec. 302. Restoration of phaseouts of deduc-

tions for personal exemptions 
and of itemized deductions. 

Sec. 303. Repeal of exclusion for 
extraterritorial income. 

Subtitle B—Abusive Tax Shelter Shutdown 
and Taxpayer Accountability 

PART I—PROVISIONS DESIGNED TO CURTAIL 
TAX SHELTERS 

Sec. 311. Clarification of economic substance 
doctrine. 

Sec. 312. Penalty for failing to disclose re-
portable transaction. 

Sec. 313. Accuracy-related penalty for listed 
transactions and other report-
able transactions having a sig-
nificant tax avoidance purpose. 

Sec. 314. Penalty for understatements at-
tributable to transactions lack-
ing economic substance, etc. 

Sec. 315. Modifications of substantial under-
statement penalty for non-
reportable transactions. 

Sec. 316. Tax shelter exception to confiden-
tiality privileges relating to 
taxpayer communications. 

Sec. 317. Disclosure of reportable trans-
actions. 

Sec. 318. Modifications to penalty for failure 
to register tax shelters. 

Sec. 319. Modification of penalty for failure 
to maintain lists of investors. 

Sec. 320. Modification of actions to enjoin 
certain conduct related to tax 
shelters and reportable trans-
actions. 

Sec. 321. Understatement of taxpayer’s li-
ability by income tax return 
preparer. 

Sec. 322. Penalty on failure to report inter-
ests in foreign financial ac-
counts. 

Sec. 323. Frivolous tax submissions. 
Sec. 324. Regulation of individuals prac-

ticing before the department of 
treasury. 

Sec. 325. Penalty on promoters of tax shel-
ters. 

Sec. 326. Statute of limitations for taxable 
years for which listed trans-
actions not reported. 

Sec. 327. Denial of deduction for interest on 
underpayments attributable to 
nondisclosed reportable and 
noneconomic substance trans-
actions. 

PART II—OTHER PROVISIONS 
Sec. 331. Limitation on transfer or importa-

tion of built-in losses. 
Sec. 332. Disallowance of certain partnership 

loss transfers. 
Sec. 333. No reduction of basis under section 

734 in stock held by partnership 
in corporate partner. 

Sec. 334. Repeal of special rules for fasits. 
Sec. 335. Expanded disallowance of deduc-

tion for interest on convertible 
debt. 

Sec. 336. Expanded authority to disallow tax 
benefits under section 269. 

Sec. 337. Modifications of certain rules re-
lating to controlled foreign cor-
porations. 

Sec. 338. Basis for determining loss always 
reduced by nontaxed portion of 
dividends. 

Sec. 339. Affirmation of consolidated return 
regulation authority. 

Subtitle C—Prevention of Corporate Expa-
triation To Avoid United States Income 
Tax 

Sec. 341. Prevention of corporate expatria-
tion to avoid United States in-
come tax. 

Subtitle D—Inclusion in Gross Income of 
Funded Deferred Compensation of Cor-
porate Insiders 

Sec. 351. Inclusion in gross income of funded 
deferred compensation of cor-
porate insiders.

TITLE I—IMMEDIATE STIMULUS AND JOB 
CREATION 

Subtitle A—Family Tax Relief 
SEC. 101. ACCELERATION OF INCREASE IN CHILD 

TAX CREDIT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The items relating to cal-

endar years 2001 through 2008 in the table 
contained in paragraph (2) of section 24(a) 
(relating to per child amount) are amended 
to read as follows:

‘‘2003 thru 2009 ................................. $ 800
2010 or thereafter ........................... 1,000’’.

(b) ACCELERATION OF INCREASE IN REFUND-
ABLE PORTION OF CREDIT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
24(d)(1)(B) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) 15 percent of so much of the taxpayer’s 
earned income (within the meaning of sec-
tion 32) which is taken into account in com-
puting taxable income for the taxable year 
as exceeds $7,500, or’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(3) of section 24(d) is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘$10,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$7,500’’, and 

(B) by striking ‘‘2000’’ and inserting ‘‘2002’’.
(c) EFFECTIVE DATES.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 102. INCREASE IN STANDARD DEDUCTION 

FOR MARRIED TAXPAYERS FILING 
JOINT RETURNS ACCELERATED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 63(c)(2), as amended by the Economic 
Growth and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 
2001, is amended by striking ‘‘the applicable 
percentage of’’ and inserting ‘‘twice’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 301(d) of the Economic Growth 

and Tax Relief Reconciliation Act of 2001 is 
amended by striking ‘‘2004’’ and inserting 
‘‘2002’’. 

(2) Section 63(c) is amended by striking 
paragraph (7). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 103. ACCELERATION OF 10-PERCENT INDI-

VIDUAL INCOME TAX RATE BRACKET 
EXPANSION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Clause (i) of section 
1(i)(1)(B) (relating to the initial bracket 
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amount) is amended by striking ‘‘($12,000 in 
the case of taxable years beginning before 
January 1, 2008)’’. 

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—Subparagraph 
(C) of section 1(i)(1) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(C) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In pre-
scribing the tables under subsection (f)—

‘‘(i) no adjustment shall be made in the 
$14,000 amount for any taxable year begin-
ning before 2004, and 

‘‘(ii) the adjustment in such amount with 
respect to taxable years beginning after 2003 
shall be determined under subsection (f)(3) 
by substituting ‘2003’ for ‘1992’ in subpara-
graph (B) thereof.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2002. 

(2) TABLES FOR 2003.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall modify each table which has 
been prescribed under section 1(f) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 for taxable years 
beginning in 2003 and which relates to the 
amendment made by this section to reflect 
such amendment. 
SEC. 104. ACCELERATION OF ELIMINATION OF 

MARRIAGE PENALTY IN EARNED IN-
COME CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (B) of sec-
tion 32(b)(2) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a joint 
return filed by an eligible individual and 
such individual’s spouse, the phaseout 
amount determined under subparagraph (A) 
shall be increased by $3,000.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Clause (ii) of 
section 32(j)(1)(B) is amended by striking 
‘‘2007’’ and inserting ‘‘2002’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
Subtitle B—Incentives to Hire the Long-Term 

Unemployed 
SEC. 111. INCENTIVES TO HIRE THE LONG-TERM 

UNEMPLOYED. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 

51(d) (relating to members of targeted 
groups) is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end of subparagraph (G), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of subparagraph (H) and in-
serting ‘‘, or’’, and by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(I) a qualified long-term unemployed indi-
vidual.’’

(b) QUALIFIED LONG-TERM UNEMPLOYED IN-
DIVIDUAL.—Subsection (d) of section 51 is 
amended by redesignating paragraphs (10), 
(11), and (12) as paragraphs (11), (12), and (13), 
respectively, and by inserting after para-
graph (9) the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(10) QUALIFIED LONG-TERM UNEMPLOYED IN-
DIVIDUAL.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified 
long-term unemployed individual’ means any 
individual who is certified by the designated 
local agency—

‘‘(i) as having exhausted, during the 1-year 
period ending on the hiring date, all rights 
to regular unemployment compensation 
under State or Federal law, and 

‘‘(ii) as having a hiring date which is dur-
ing the 1-year period beginning on the date 
of the enactment of this paragraph.

Subsection (c)(4) shall not apply to any 
qualified long-term unemployed individual. 

‘‘(B) EXHAUSTION OF BENEFITS.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), an individual 
shall be deemed to have exhausted such indi-
vidual’s rights to regular compensation 
when—

‘‘(i) no payments of regular compensation 
can be made under such law because such in-
dividual has received all regular compensa-
tion available to such individual based on 
employment or wages during such individ-
ual’s base period, or 

‘‘(ii) such individual’s rights to such com-
pensation have been terminated by reason of 
the expiration of the benefit year with re-
spect to which such rights existed.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to individ-
uals who begin work for the employer after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. 

Subtitle C—Extension of Unemployment 
Benefits 

SEC. 121. SHORT TITLE. 
This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Unem-

ployment Benefits Extension Act’’. 
PART I—TEMPORARY EXTENDED 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
SEC. 131. REFERENCES. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, 
whenever in this part an amendment is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to a sec-
tion or other provision, the reference shall 
be considered to be made to a section or 
other provision of the Temporary Extended 
Unemployment Compensation Act of 2002 
(Public Law 107–147; 26 U.S.C. 3304 note). 
SEC. 132. EXTENSION OF THE TEMPORARY EX-

TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION ACT OF 2002. 

(a) EXTENSION OF PROGRAM.—Section 208 is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 208. APPLICABILITY. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 
(b), an agreement entered into under this 
title shall apply to weeks of unemploy-
ment—

‘‘(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into; and 

‘‘(2) ending before March 1, 2004. 
‘‘(b) TRANSITION.—In the case of an indi-

vidual who is receiving temporary extended 
unemployment compensation for the week 
which immediately precedes the first day of 
the week that includes March 1, 2004, tem-
porary extended unemployment compensa-
tion shall continue to be payable to such in-
dividual for any week thereafter from the ac-
count from which such individual received 
compensation for the week immediately pre-
ceding that termination date. No compensa-
tion shall be payable by reason of the pre-
ceding sentence for any week beginning after 
October 31, 2004.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Temporary 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 2002 (Public Law 107–147; 116 Stat. 21). 
SEC. 133. ENTITLEMENT TO ADDITIONAL WEEKS 

OF TEMPORARY EXTENDED UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION. 

(a) WEEKS OF TEUC AMOUNTS.—Paragraph 
(1) of section 203(b) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount established 
in an account under subsection (a) shall be 
equal to 26 times the individual’s weekly 
benefit amount for the benefit year.’’. 

(b) WEEKS OF TEUC–X AMOUNTS.—Section 
203(c)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘an amount 
equal to the amount originally established in 
such account (as determined under sub-
section (b)(1))’’ and inserting ‘‘7 times the in-
dividual’s weekly benefit amount for the 
benefit year’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section—
(A) shall take effect as if included in the 

enactment of the Temporary Extended Un-
employment Compensation Act of 2002 (Pub-
lic Law 107–147; 116 Stat. 21); but

(B) shall apply only with respect to weeks 
of unemployment beginning on or after the 
date of enactment this Act, subject to para-
graph (2). 

(2) SPECIAL RULES.—In the case of an indi-
vidual for whom a temporary extended un-

employment account was established before 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Tem-
porary Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 2002 (as amended by this part) 
shall be applied subject to the following: 

(A) Any amounts deposited in the individ-
ual’s temporary extended unemployment 
compensation account by reason of section 
203(c) of such Act (commonly known as 
‘‘TEUC–X amounts’’) before the date of en-
actment of this Act shall be treated as 
amounts deposited by reason of section 203(b) 
of such Act (commonly known as ‘‘TEUC 
amounts’’), as amended by subsection (a). 

(B) For purposes of determining whether 
the individual is eligible for any TEUC–X 
amounts under such Act, as amended by this 
part—

(i) any determination made under section 
203(c) of such Act before the application of 
the amendments made by this part shall be 
disregarded; and 

(ii) any such determination shall instead 
be made by applying section 203(c) of such 
Act, as amended by this part—

(I) as of the time that all amounts estab-
lished in such account in accordance with 
section 203(b) of such Act (as amended by 
this part, and including any amounts de-
scribed in subparagraph (A)) are in fact ex-
hausted, except that 

(II) if such individual’s account was both 
augmented by and exhausted of all TEUC–X 
amounts before the date of enactment of this 
Act, such determination shall be made as if 
exhaustion (as described in section 203(c)(1) 
of such Act) had not occurred until such date 
of enactment. 
SEC. 134. EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIODS. 

(a) APPLICATION OF REVISED RATE OF IN-
SURED UNEMPLOYMENT.—Section 207 is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘In’’ and inserting ‘‘(a) IN 
GENERAL.—In’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(b) INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT RATE.—For 

purposes of carrying out section 203(c) with 
respect to weeks of unemployment beginning 
on or after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the term ‘rate of insured unemploy-
ment’, as used in section 203(d) of the Fed-
eral-State Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1970 (26 U.S.C. 3304 note), 
has the meaning given such term under sec-
tion 203(e)(1) of such Act, except that indi-
viduals exhausting their right to regular 
compensation during the most recent 3 cal-
endar months for which data are available 
before the close of the period for which such 
rate is being determined shall be taken into 
account as if they were individuals filing 
claims for regular compensation for each 
week during the period for which such rate is 
being determined, and section 203(d)(1)(A) of 
such Act shall be applied by substituting ‘ei-
ther (or both)’ for ‘each’.’’. 

(b) ADDITIONAL EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD 
TRIGGER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 203(c) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL EXTENDED BENEFIT PERIOD 
TRIGGER.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Effective with respect to 
compensation for weeks of unemployment 
beginning on or after the date of enactment 
of this paragraph, an agreement under this 
title shall provide that, in addition to any 
other extended benefit period trigger, for 
purposes of beginning or ending any ex-
tended benefit period under this section—

‘‘(i) there is a State ‘on’ indicator for a 
week if—

‘‘(I) the average rate of total unemploy-
ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the period consisting of the most recent 3 
months for which data for all States are pub-
lished before the close of such week equals or 
exceeds 6 percent; and 
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‘‘(II) the average rate of total unemploy-

ment in such State (seasonally adjusted) for 
the 3-month period referred to in subclause 
(I) equals or exceeds 110 percent of such aver-
age rate for either (or both) of the cor-
responding 3-month periods ending in the 2 
preceding calendar years; and 

‘‘(ii) there is a State ‘off’ indicator for a 
week if either the requirements of subclause 
(I) or (II) of clause (i) are not satisfied. 

‘‘(B) NO EFFECT ON OTHER DETERMINA-
TIONS.—Notwithstanding the provisions of 
any agreement described in subparagraph 
(A), any week for which there would other-
wise be a State ‘on’ indicator shall continue 
to be such a week and shall not be deter-
mined to be a week for which there is a State 
‘off’ indicator. 

‘‘(C) DETERMINATIONS MADE BY THE SEC-
RETARY.—For purposes of this subsection, de-
terminations of the rate of total unemploy-
ment in any State for any period (and of any 
seasonal adjustment) shall be made by the 
Secretary.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
203(c)(1) is amended by inserting ‘‘or (3)’’ 
after ‘‘paragraph (2)’’.
PART II—UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS FOR 

INDIVIDUALS QUALIFYING BASED ON 
PART-TIME WORK OR AN ALTERNATIVE 
BASE PERIOD 

SEC. 141. FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Any State which desires 

to do so may enter into and participate in an 
agreement under this part with the Sec-
retary of Labor (hereinafter in this part re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’). Any State 
which is a party to an agreement under this 
part may, upon providing 30 days’ written 
notice to the Secretary, terminate such 
agreement. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any agreement under sub-

section (a) shall provide that the State agen-
cy of the State will make payments of reg-
ular compensation to individuals in amounts 
and to the extent that they would be deter-
mined if the State law were applied with the 
modifications described in paragraph (2). 

(2) MODIFICATIONS DESCRIBED.—The modi-
fications described in this paragraph are as 
follows: 

(A) In the case of an individual who is not 
eligible for regular compensation under the 
State law because of the use of a definition 
of base period that does not count wages 
earned in the most recently completed cal-
endar quarter, eligibility for compensation 
under this part shall be determined by apply-
ing a base period ending at the close of the 
most recently completed calendar quarter. 

(B) In the case of an individual who is not 
eligible for regular compensation under the 
State law because such individual does not 
meet requirements relating to availability 
for work, active search for work, or refusal 
to accept work, because such individual is 
seeking, or is available for, less than full-
time work, compensation under this part 
shall not be denied by such State to an oth-
erwise eligible individual who seeks less 
than full-time work or fails to accept full-
time work. 

(c) COORDINATION RULE.—The modifications 
described in subsection (b)(2) shall also apply 
in determining the amount of benefits pay-
able under any Federal law to the extent 
that those benefits are determined by ref-
erence to regular compensation payable 
under the State law of the State involved. 
SEC. 142. PAYMENTS TO STATES HAVING AGREE-

MENTS UNDER THIS PART. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.—There shall be paid to 

each State which has entered into an agree-
ment under this part an amount equal to—

(1) 100 percent of any regular compensation 
made payable to individuals by such State 

by virtue of the modifications which are de-
scribed in section 141(b)(2) and deemed to be 
in effect with respect to such State pursuant 
to section 141(b)(1), and 

(2) 100 percent of any regular compensa-
tion—

(A) which is paid to individuals by such 
State by reason of the fact that its State law 
contains provisions comparable to the modi-
fications described in section 141(b)(2), but 
only 

(B) to the extent that those amounts 
would, if such amounts were instead payable 
by virtue of the State law’s being deemed to 
be so modified pursuant to section 141(b)(1), 
have been reimbursable under paragraph (1). 

(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—Sums 
under subsection (a) payable to any State by 
reason of such State having an agreement 
under this part shall be payable, either in ad-
vance or by way of reimbursement (as may 
be determined by the Secretary), in such 
amounts as the Secretary estimates the 
State will be entitled to receive under this 
part for each calendar month, reduced or in-
creased, as the case may be, by any amount 
by which the Secretary finds that the Sec-
retary’s estimates for any prior calendar 
month were greater or less than the amounts 
which should have been paid to the State. 
Such estimates may be made on the basis of 
such statistical, sampling, or other method 
as may be agreed upon by the Secretary and 
the State agency of the State involved. 

(c) ADMINISTRATIVE AND OTHER EX-
PENSES.—There is hereby appropriated out of 
the employment security administration ac-
count of the Unemployment Trust Fund (as 
established by section 901(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act) $500,000,000 to reimburse States 
for the costs of the administration of agree-
ments under this part (including any im-
provements in technology in connection 
therewith) and to provide reemployment 
services to unemployment compensation 
claimants in States having agreements 
under this part. Each State’s share of the 
amount appropriated by the preceding sen-
tence shall be determined by the Secretary 
according to the factors described in section 
302(a) of the Social Security Act and cer-
tified by the Secretary to the Secretary of 
the Treasury. 
SEC. 143. FINANCING PROVISIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Funds in the extended un-
employment compensation account (as es-
tablished by section 905(a) of the Social Se-
curity Act), and the Federal unemployment 
account (as established by section 904(g) of 
the Social Security Act), of the Unemploy-
ment Trust Fund shall be used, in accord-
ance with subsection (b), for the making of 
payments (described in section 142(a)) to 
States having agreements entered into under 
this part. 

(b) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
from time to time certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for payment to each State the 
sums described in section 142(a) which are 
payable to such State under this part. The 
Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit or 
settlement by the General Accounting Of-
fice, shall make payments to the State in ac-
cordance with such certification by transfers 
from the extended unemployment compensa-
tion account (or, to the extent that there are 
insufficient funds in that account, from the 
Federal unemployment account) to the ac-
count of such State in the Unemployment 
Trust Fund. 
SEC. 144. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this part: 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘‘compensa-

tion’’, ‘‘regular compensation’’, ‘‘base pe-
riod’’, ‘‘State’’, ‘‘State agency’’, ‘‘State 
law’’, and ‘‘week’’ have the respective mean-
ings given such terms under section 205 of 

the Federal-State Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 1970, subject to para-
graph (2). 

(2) STATE LAW AND REGULAR COMPENSA-
TION.—In the case of a State entering into an 
agreement under this part—

(A) ‘‘State law’’ shall be considered to refer 
to the State law of such State, applied in 
conformance with the modifications de-
scribed in section 201(b)(2), and 

(B) ‘‘regular compensation’’ shall be con-
sidered to refer to such compensation, deter-
mined under its State law (applied in the 
manner described in subparagraph (A)),

except as otherwise provided or where the 
context clearly indicates otherwise. 
SEC. 145. APPLICABILITY. 

An agreement entered into under this part 
shall apply to weeks of unemployment—

(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into, and 

(2) ending before July 1, 2004. 
PART III—ENHANCED UNEMPLOYMENT 

BENEFITS 
SEC. 151. FEDERAL-STATE AGREEMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any State which desires 
to do so may enter into and participate in an 
agreement under this part with the Sec-
retary of Labor (hereinafter in this part re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’). Any State 
which is a party to an agreement under this 
part may, upon providing 30 days’ written 
notice to the Secretary, terminate such 
agreement. 

(b) PROVISIONS OF AGREEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any agreement under sub-

section (a) shall provide that the State agen-
cy of the State will make payments of reg-
ular compensation to individuals in amounts 
and to the extent that they would be deter-
mined if the State law were applied with the 
modification described in paragraph (2). 

(2) MODIFICATION DESCRIBED.—The modi-
fication described in this paragraph is that 
the amount of regular compensation (includ-
ing dependents’ allowances) payable for any 
week shall be equal to the amount deter-
mined under the State law (before the appli-
cation of this paragraph), plus an addi-
tional—

(A) 15 percent, or 
(B) $25, 

whichever is greater. 
(c) NONREDUCTION RULE.—Each agreement 

shall provide that such agreement shall not 
apply (or shall cease to apply) upon a deter-
mination by the Secretary that the method 
governing the computation of regular com-
pensation under the State law of that State 
has been modified in a way such that—

(1) the average weekly amount of regular 
compensation which will be payable during 
the period of the agreement (determined dis-
regarding the modification described in sub-
section (b)(2)) will be less than 

(2) the average weekly amount of regular 
compensation which would otherwise have 
been payable during such period under the 
State law, as in effect on September 11, 2001. 

(d) COORDINATION RULE.—The modification 
described in subsection (b)(2) shall also apply 
in determining the amount of benefits pay-
able under any Federal law to the extent 
that those benefits are determined by ref-
erence to regular compensation payable 
under the State law of the State involved. 
SEC. 152. PAYMENTS TO STATES HAVING AGREE-

MENTS UNDER THIS PART. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.—There shall be paid to 

each State which has entered into an agree-
ment under this part an amount equal to 100 
percent of any regular compensation made 
payable to individuals by such State by vir-
tue of the modification described in section 
151(b)(2) and deemed to be in effect with re-
spect to such State pursuant to section 
151(b)(1). 
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(b) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—Sums 

under subsection (a) payable to any State by 
reason of such State having an agreement 
under this part shall be payable, either in ad-
vance or by way of reimbursement (as may 
be determined by the Secretary), in such 
amounts as the Secretary estimates the 
State will be entitled to receive under this 
part for each calendar month, reduced or in-
creased, as the case may be, by any amount 
by which the Secretary finds that the Sec-
retary’s estimates for any prior calendar 
month were greater or less than the amounts 
which should have been paid to the State. 
Such estimates may be made on the basis of 
such statistical, sampling, or other method 
as may be agreed upon by the Secretary and 
the State agency of the State involved. 
SEC. 153. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this part: 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘‘compensa-

tion’’, ‘‘regular compensation’’, ‘‘extended 
compensation’’, ‘‘additional compensation’’, 
‘‘benefit year’’, ‘‘base period’’, ‘‘State’’, 
‘‘State agency’’, ‘‘State law’’, and ‘‘week’’ 
have the respective meanings given such 
terms under section 205 of the Federal-State 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 1970, subject to paragraph (2). 

(2) STATE LAW AND REGULAR COMPENSA-
TION.—In the case of a State entering into an 
agreement under this part—

(A) ‘‘State law’’ shall be considered to refer 
to the State law of such State, applied in 
conformance with the modification described 
in section 151(b)(2), subject to section 151(c), 
and 

(B) ‘‘regular compensation’’ shall be con-
sidered to refer to such compensation, deter-
mined under its State law (applied in the 
manner described in subparagraph (A)),

except as otherwise provided or where the 
context clearly indicates otherwise. 
SEC. 154. APPLICABILITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—An agreement entered 
into under this part shall apply to weeks of 
unemployment—

(1) beginning after the date on which such 
agreement is entered into, and 

(2) ending before January 1, 2004. 
Subtitle D—Trust Fund to Meet Nation’s 

Pressing Needs 
SEC. 161. TRUST FUND TO MEET NATION’S PRESS-

ING NEEDS. 
(a) CREATION OF TRUST FUND.—There is es-

tablished in the Treasury of the United 
States a trust fund to be known as the 
‘Pressing Domestic Needs Trust Fund’, con-
sisting of such amounts as may be trans-
ferred to the Trust Fund as provided in this 
section. 

(b) TRANSFERS TO FUND.—There are hereby 
transferred from the general Fund of the 
Treasury to the Pressing Domestic Needs 
Trust Fund so much of the additional 
amounts received in the Treasury by reason 
of the amendments made by title III of this 
Act as does not exceed—

(1) $18,000,000,000 to be used for increasing 
Federal matching funds under medicaid, and 

(2) $26,000,000,000 to be used for infrastruc-
ture improvements, homeland security, com-
munity development, and education. 

(c) EXPENDITURES.—Amounts in the Press-
ing Domestic Needs Trust Fund shall be 
available, as provided by appropriation Acts, 
for purposes and in the amount specified in 
subsection (b). 

TITLE II—LONG-TERM JOB CREATION 
AND GROWTH

SEC. 201. INCREASE AND EXTENSION OF BONUS 
DEPRECIATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 168(k) (relating 
to special allowance for certain property ac-
quired after September 10, 2001, and before 
September 11, 2004) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) 50-PERCENT BONUS DEPRECIATION FOR 
CERTAIN PROPERTY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of 50-percent 
bonus depreciation property—

‘‘(i) paragraph (1)(A) shall be applied by 
substituting ‘50 percent’ for ‘30 percent’, and 

‘‘(ii) except as provided in paragraph (2)(C), 
such property shall be treated as qualified 
property for purposes of this subsection. 

‘‘(B) 50-PERCENT BONUS DEPRECIATION PROP-
ERTY.—For purposes of this subsection, the 
term ‘50-percent bonus depreciation prop-
erty’ means property described in paragraph 
(2)(A)(i)—

‘‘(i) the original use of which commences 
with the taxpayer after April 30, 2003, 

‘‘(ii) which is acquired by the taxpayer 
after April 30, 2003, and before May 1, 2004, 
but only if no written binding contract for 
the acquisition was in effect before May 1, 
2003, and 

‘‘(iii) which is placed in service by the tax-
payer before January 1, 2005, or, in the case 
of property described in paragraph (2)(B) (as 
modified by subparagraph (C) of this para-
graph), before January 1, 2006. 

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULES.—Rules similar to the 
rules of subparagraphs (B) and (D) of para-
graph (2) shall apply for purposes of this 
paragraph; except that reference to Sep-
tember 10, 2001, shall be treated as references 
to April 30, 2003. 

‘‘(D) AUTOMOBILES.—Paragraph (2)(E) shall 
be applied by substituting ‘$9,200’ for ‘$4,600’ 
in the case of 50-percent bonus depreciation 
property. 

‘‘(E) ELECTION OF 30 PERCENT BONUS.—If a 
taxpayer makes an election under this sub-
paragraph with respect to any class of prop-
erty for any taxable year, subparagraph 
(A)(i) shall not apply to all property in such 
class placed in service during such taxable 
year.’’

(b) MODIFICATION TO 30-PERCENT BONUS DE-
PRECIATION PROPERTY.—

(1) PORTION OF BASIS TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—
Subparagraphs (B)(ii) and (D)(i) of section 
168(k)(2) are each amended by striking ‘‘Sep-
tember 11, 2004’’ each place it appears and in-
serting ‘‘January 1, 2005’’. 

(2) ELECTION.—Clause (iii) of section 
168(k)(2)(C) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: ‘‘The preceding sentence shall 
be applied separately with respect to prop-
erty treated as qualified property by para-
graph (4) and other qualified property.’’

(3) ACQUISITION DATE.—Clause (iii) of sec-
tion 168(k)(2)(A) is amended by striking 
‘‘September 11, 2004’’ each place it appears 
and inserting ‘‘January 1, 2005’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The subsection heading for section 

168(k) is amended by striking ‘‘SEPTEMBER 
11, 2004’’ and inserting ‘‘JANUARY 1, 2005’’. 

(2) The heading for clause (i) of section 
1400L(b)(2)(C) is amended by striking ‘‘30-
PERCENT ADDITIONAL ALLOWABLE PROPERTY’’ 
and inserting ‘‘BONUS DEPRECIATION PROP-
ERTY UNDER SECTION 168(K)’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

SEC. 202. INCREASED EXPENSING FOR SMALL 
BUSINESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) of section 
179(b) (relating to dollar limitation) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) DOLLAR LIMITATION.—The aggregate 
cost which may be taken into account under 
subsection (a) for any taxable year shall not 
exceed $25,000 ($75,000 in the case of taxable 
years beginning in 2003 or 2004).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 

SEC. 203. DEDUCTION RELATING TO INCOME AT-
TRIBUTABLE TO UNITED STATES 
PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VIII of subchapter B 
of chapter 1 (relating to special deductions 
for corporations) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 250. INCOME ATTRIBUTABLE TO DOMESTIC 

PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a corpora-

tion, there shall be allowed as a deduction an 
amount equal to 10 percent of the qualified 
production activities income of the corpora-
tion for the taxable year. 

‘‘(b) PHASEIN.—In the case of taxable years 
beginning in 2006, 2007, 2008 or 2009, sub-
section (a) shall be applied by substituting 
for the percentage contained therein the 
transition percentage determined under the 
following table:

‘‘Taxable years The transition 
beginning in: percentage is: 
2006 ........................ 1
2007 ........................ 2
2008 ........................ 4
2009 ........................ 9

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED PRODUCTION ACTIVITIES IN-
COME.—For purposes of this section, the term 
‘qualified production activities income’ 
means the product of—

‘‘(1) the portion of the modified taxable in-
come of the taxpayer which is attributable 
to domestic production activities, and 

‘‘(2) the domestic/foreign fraction. 
‘‘(d) DETERMINATION OF INCOME ATTRIB-

UTABLE TO DOMESTIC PRODUCTION ACTIVI-
TIES.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The portion of the modi-
fied taxable income which is attributable to 
domestic production activities is so much of 
the modified taxable income for the taxable 
year as does not exceed—

‘‘(A) the taxpayer’s domestic production 
gross receipts for such taxable year, reduced 
by 

‘‘(B) the sum of—
‘‘(i) the costs of goods sold that are allo-

cable to such receipts, 
‘‘(ii) other deductions, expenses, or losses 

directly allocable to such receipts, and 
‘‘(iii) a ratable portion of other deductions, 

expenses, and losses that are not directly al-
locable to such receipts or another class of 
income. 

‘‘(2) ALLOCATION METHOD.—Except as pro-
vided in regulations, allocations under 
clauses (ii) and (iii) of paragraph (1)(B) shall 
be made under the principles used in deter-
mining the portion of taxable income from 
sources within and without the United 
States. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE.—
‘‘(A) For purposes of determining costs 

under clause (i) of paragraph (1)(B), any item 
or service brought into the United States 
without a transfer price meeting the require-
ments of section 482 shall be treated as ac-
quired by purchase, and its cost shall be 
treated as not less than its value when it en-
tered the United States. A similar rule shall 
apply in determining the adjusted basis of 
leased or rented property where the lease or 
rental gives rise to domestic production 
gross receipts. 

‘‘(B) In the case of any property described 
in subparagraph (A) that had been exported 
by the taxpayer for further manufacture, the 
increase in cost (or adjusted basis) under 
subparagraph (A) shall not exceed the dif-
ference between the value of the property 
when exported and the value of the property 
when brought back into the United States 
after the further manufacture. 

‘‘(4) MODIFIED TAXABLE INCOME.—The term 
‘modified taxable income’ means taxable in-
come computed without regard to the deduc-
tion allowable under this section. 

‘‘(e) DOMESTIC PRODUCTION GROSS RE-
CEIPTS.—For purposes of this section—
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‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘domestic pro-

duction gross receipts’ means the gross re-
ceipts of the taxpayer which are derived 
from—

‘‘(A) any sale, exchange, or other disposi-
tion of, or 

‘‘(B) any lease, rental or license of,

qualifying production property which was 
manufactured, produced, grown, or extracted 
in whole or in significant part by the tax-
payer within the United States. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The term ‘domestic 
production gross receipts’ includes gross re-
ceipts of the taxpayer from the sale, ex-
change, or other disposition of replacement 
parts if— 

‘‘(A) such parts are sold by the taxpayer as 
replacement parts for qualified production 
property produced or manufactured in whole 
or significant part by the taxpayer in the 
United States, and 

‘‘(B) the taxpayer (or a related party) owns 
the designs for such parts. 

‘‘(3) RELATED PARTY.—The term ‘related 
party’ means any corporation which is a 
member of the taxpayer’s expanded affiliated 
group. 

‘‘(f) QUALIFYING PRODUCTION PROPERTY.—
For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this paragraph, the term ‘qualifying 
production property’ means—

‘‘(A) any tangible personal property, 
‘‘(B) any computer software, and 
‘‘(C) any films, tapes, records, or similar 

reproductions. 
‘‘(2) EXCLUSIONS FROM QUALIFYING PRODUC-

TION PROPERTY.—The term ‘qualifying pro-
duction property’ shall not include—

‘‘(A) consumable property that is sold, 
leased, or licensed by the taxpayer as an in-
tegral part of the provision of services, 

‘‘(B) oil or gas (or any primary product 
thereof), 

‘‘(C) electricity, 
‘‘(D) water supplied by pipeline to the con-

sumer, 
‘‘(E) any unprocessed timber which is 

softwood, 
‘‘(F) utility services, or 
‘‘(G) any property (not described in para-

graph (1)(B)) which is a film, tape, recording, 
book, magazine, newspaper, or similar prop-
erty the market for which is primarily top-
ical or otherwise essentially transitory in 
nature.

For purposes of subparagraph (E), the term 
‘unprocessed timber’ means any log, cant, or 
similar form of timber. 

‘‘(g) DOMESTIC/FOREIGN FRACTION.—For 
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘domestic/for-
eign fraction’ means a fraction—

‘‘(A) the numerator of which is the value of 
the domestic production of the taxpayer, and 

‘‘(B) the denominator of which is the value 
of the worldwide production of the taxpayer. 

‘‘(2) VALUE OF DOMESTIC PRODUCTION.—The 
value of domestic production is the excess 
of—

‘‘(A) the domestic production gross re-
ceipts, over 

‘‘(B) the cost of purchased inputs allocable 
to such receipts that are deductible under 
this chapter for the taxable year. 

‘‘(3) PURCHASED INPUTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Purchased inputs are 

any of the following items acquired by pur-
chase: 

‘‘(i) Services (other than services of em-
ployees) used in manufacture, production, 
growth, or extraction activities. 

‘‘(ii) Items consumed in connection with 
such activities.

‘‘(iii) Items incorporated as part of the 
property being manufactured, produced, 
grown, or extracted. 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE.—Rules similar to the 
rules of subsection (d)(3) shall apply for pur-
poses of this subsection. 

‘‘(4) VALUE OF WORLDWIDE PRODUCTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The value of worldwide 

production shall be determined under the 
principles of paragraph (2), except that—

‘‘(i) worldwide production gross receipts 
shall be taken into account, and 

‘‘(ii) paragraph (3)(B) shall not apply. 
‘‘(B) WORLDWIDE PRODUCTION GROSS RE-

CEIPTS.—The worldwide production gross re-
ceipts is the amount that would be deter-
mined under subsection (e) if such subsection 
were applied without any reference to the 
United States. 

‘‘(5) SPECIAL RULE FOR AFFILIATED 
GROUPS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 
that is a member of an expanded affiliated 
group, the domestic/foreign fraction shall be 
the amount determined under the preceding 
provisions of this subsection by treating all 
members of such group as a single corpora-
tion. 

‘‘(B) EXPANDED AFFILIATED GROUP.—The 
term ‘expanded affiliated group’ means an 
affiliated group as defined in section 1504(a), 
determined—

‘‘(i) by substituting ‘50 percent’ for ‘80 per-
cent’ each place it appears, and 

‘‘(ii) without regard to paragraphs (2), (3), 
and (4) of section 1504(b). 

‘‘(h) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) UNITED STATES.—For purposes of this 

section, the term ‘United States’ includes 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and any 
other possession of the United States. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULE FOR PARTNERSHIPS.—For 
purposes of this section, a corporation’s dis-
tributive share of any partnership item shall 
be taken into account as if directly realized 
by the corporation. 

‘‘(3) COORDINATION WITH MINIMUM TAX.—The 
deduction under this section shall be allowed 
for purposes of the tax imposed by section 55; 
except that for purposes of section 55, alter-
native minimum taxable income shall be 
taken into account in determining the de-
duction under this section. 

‘‘(4) ORDERING RULE.—The amount of any 
other deduction allowable under this chapter 
shall be determined as if this section had not 
been enacted. 

‘‘(5) COORDINATION WITH TRANSITION 
RULES.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(A) domestic production gross receipts 
shall not include gross receipts from any 
transaction if the binding contract transi-
tion relief of section 303(c)(2) of the Jobs and 
Growth Reconciliation Tax Act of 2003 ap-
plies to such transaction, and 

‘‘(B) any deduction allowed under section 
2(e) of such Act shall be disregarded in deter-
mining the portion of the taxable income 
which is attributable to domestic production 
gross receipts.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part VIII of subchapter B of 
chapter 1 is amended by adding at the end 
the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 250. Income attributable to domestic 
production activities.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made 

by this section shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after 2005. 

‘‘(2) APPLICATION OF SECTION 15.—Section 15 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 shall 
apply to the amendments made by this sec-
tion as if they were changes in a rate of tax. 

TITLE III—FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY AND 
PROVISIONS ADDRESSING CORPORATE 
ABUSE 

Subtitle A— General Provisions 
SEC. 301. FREEZE OF TOP INDIVIDUAL INCOME 

TAX RATES. 
(a) FREEZE OF TOP INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX 

RATES.—Paragraph (2) of section 1(i) (relat-
ing to reductions in rates after June 30, 2001) 
is amended—

(1) in the column for the highest rate—
(A) by striking ‘‘37.6’’ and inserting ‘‘38.6’’, 

and 
(B) by striking ‘‘35.0’’ and inserting ‘‘38.6’’, 

and 
(2) in the column for the next highest 

rate—
(A) by striking ‘‘34.0’’ and inserting ‘‘35.0’’, 

and 
(B) by striking ‘‘33.0’’ and inserting ‘‘35.0’’.
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2003. 

(c) RESTORATION OF RATE REDUCTIONS IF 
FUNDS NOT COMMITTED TO MEET NATION’S 
PRESSING NEEDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—On December 31, 2003, the 
Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget shall determine whether there is a 
noncommitted balance in the Pressing Do-
mestic Needs Trust Fund (established by sec-
tion 161 of this Act). If such a noncommitted 
balance is determined, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall reduce the rates otherwise ap-
plicable under the amendment made by sub-
section (a) so that the total revenue raised 
by such amendment is reduced by the 
amount of such noncommitted balance. 

(2) NONCOMMITTED BALANCE.—For purposes 
of paragraph (1), the noncommitted balance 
of the trust fund is the portion of the 
amounts in the trust fund which are not 
committed to meeting the pressing needs 
specified in section 161. 

(d) RESTORATION OF RATE REDUCTIONS IF 
BALANCED BUDGET.—The amendments made 
by this section shall cease to apply to any 
taxable year beginning after a calendar year 
if there is no deficit in the Federal budget 
for the fiscal year ending in such calendar 
year. 
SEC. 302. RESTORATION OF PHASEOUTS OF DE-

DUCTIONS FOR PERSONAL EXEMP-
TIONS AND OF ITEMIZED DEDUC-
TIONS. 

(a) PHASEOUT OF PERSONAL EXEMPTIONS.—
Paragraph (3) of section 151(d) is amended by 
striking subparagraphs (E) and (F). 

(b) PHASEOUT OF ITEMIZED DEDUCTIONS.—
Section 68 (relating to overall limitation on 
itemized deductions) is amended by striking 
subsections (f) and (g). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 2002. 
SEC. 303. REPEAL OF EXCLUSION FOR 

EXTRATERRITORIAL INCOME. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 114 is hereby re-

pealed. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subpart E of part III of subchapter N of 

chapter 1 (relating to qualifying foreign 
trade income) is hereby repealed. 

(2) The table of subparts for such part III is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
subpart E. 

(3) The table of sections for part III of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1 is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 114. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall apply to transactions oc-
curring after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

(2) BINDING CONTRACTS.—The amendments 
made by this section shall not apply to any 
transaction in the ordinary course of a trade 
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or business which occurs pursuant to a bind-
ing contract—

(A) which is between the taxpayer and a 
person who is not a related person (as de-
fined in section 943(b)(3) of such Code, as in 
effect on the day before the date of the en-
actment of this Act), and 

(B) which is in effect on April 11, 2003, and 
at all times thereafter.
For purposes of this paragraph, a binding 
contract shall include a purchase option, re-
newal option, or replacement option which is 
included in such contract. 

(d) REVOCATION OF SECTION 943(e) ELEC-
TIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a corpora-
tion that elected to be treated as a domestic 
corporation under section 943(e) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (as in effect on the 
day before the date of the enactment of this 
Act)—

(A) the corporation may revoke such elec-
tion, effective as of the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, and 

(B) if the corporation does revoke such 
election—

(i) such corporation shall be treated as a 
domestic corporation transferring (as of the 
date of the enactment of this Act) all of its 
property to a foreign corporation in connec-
tion with an exchange described in section 
354 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, and 

(ii) no gain or loss shall be recognized on 
such transfer. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Subparagraph (B)(ii) of 
paragraph (1) shall not apply to gain on any 
asset held by the revoking corporation if—

(A) the basis of such asset is determined in 
whole or in part by reference to the basis of 
such asset in the hands of the person from 
whom the revoking corporation acquired 
such asset, 

(B) the asset was acquired by transfer (not 
as a result of the election under section 
943(e) of such Code) occurring on or after the 
1st day on which its election under section 
943(e) of such Code was effective, and 

(C) a principal purpose of the acquisition 
was the reduction or avoidance of tax. 

(e) GENERAL TRANSITION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxable 

year ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act and beginning before January 1, 
2009, for purposes of chapter 1 of such Code, 
each current FSC/ETI beneficiary shall be al-
lowed a deduction equal to the transition 
amount determined under this subsection 
with respect to such beneficiary for such 
year. 

(2) CURRENT FSC/ETI BENEFICIARY.—The 
term ‘‘current FSC/ETI beneficiary’’ means 
any corporation which entered into one or 
more transactions during its taxable year be-
ginning in calendar year 2001 with respect to 
which FSC/ETI benefits were allowable. 

(3) TRANSITION AMOUNT.—For purposes of 
this subsection—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The transition amount 
applicable to any current FSC/ETI bene-
ficiary for any taxable year is the phaseout 
percentage of the adjusted base period 
amount. 

(B) PHASEOUT PERCENTAGE.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 

using the calendar year as its taxable year, 
the phaseout percentage shall be determined 
under the following table:

The phaseout 
‘‘Years: percentage is: 
2004 and 2005 .......... 100
2006 ........................ 75
2007 ........................ 75
2008 ........................ 50
2009 and thereafter 0

(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR 2003.—The phaseout 
percentage for 2003 shall be the amount that 
bears the same ratio to 100 percent as the 
number of days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act bears to 365. 

(iii) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR TAX-
PAYERS.—In the case of a taxpayer not using 
the calendar year as its taxable year, the 
phaseout percentage is the weighted average 
of the phaseout percentages determined 
under the preceding provisions of this para-
graph with respect to calendar years any 
portion of which is included in the tax-
payer’s taxable year. The weighted average 
shall be determined on the basis of the re-
spective portions of the taxable year in each 
calendar year. 

(4) ADJUSTED BASE PERIOD AMOUNT.—For 
purposes of this subsection—

(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a taxpayer 
using the calendar year as its taxable year, 
the adjusted base period amount for any tax-
able year is the base period amount multi-
plied by the applicable percentage, as deter-
mined in the following table:

The applicable 
‘‘Years: percentage is: 
2003 ........................ 100
2004 ........................ 100
2005 ........................ 105
2006 ........................ 110
2007 ........................ 115
2008 ........................ 120
2009 and thereafter 0

(B) BASE PERIOD AMOUNT.—The base period 
amount is the aggregate FSC/ETI benefits 
for the taxpayer’s taxable year beginning in 
calendar year 2001. 

(C) SPECIAL RULES FOR FISCAL YEAR TAX-
PAYERS, ETC.—Rules similar to rules of 
clauses (ii) and (iii) of paragraph (3)(B) shall 
apply for purposes of this paragraph. 

(5) FSC/ETI BENEFIT.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the term ‘FSC/ETI benefit’ 
means—

(A) amounts excludable from gross income 
under section 114 of such Code, and 

(B) the exempt foreign trade income of re-
lated foreign sales corporations from prop-
erty acquired from the taxpayer (determined 
without regard to section 923(a)(5) of such 
Code (relating to special rule for military 
property), as in effect on the day before the 
date of the enactment of the FSC Repeal and 
Extraterritorial Income Exclusion Act of 
2000).

In determining the FSC/ETI benefit there 
shall be excluded any amount attributable to 
a transaction with respect to which the tax-
payer is the lessor unless the leased property 
was manufactured or produced in whole or in 
part by the taxpayer. 

(6) SPECIAL RULE FOR FARM COOPERATIVES.—
Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary, determinations under this subsection 
with respect to an organization described in 
section 943(g)(1) of such Code, as in effect on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act, shall be made at the cooperative 
level and the purposes of this subsection 
shall be carried out by excluding amounts 
from the gross income of its patrons. 

(7) CERTAIN RULES TO APPLY.—Rules similar 
to the rules of section 41(f) of such Code shall 
apply for purposes of this subsection. 

(8) COORDINATION WITH BINDING CONTRACT 
RULE.—The deduction determined under 
paragraph (1) for any taxable year shall be 
reduced by the phaseout percentage of any 
FSC/ETI benefit realized for the taxable year 
by reason of subsection (c)(2). The preceding 
sentence shall not apply to any FSC/ETI ben-
efit attributable to a transaction described 
in the last sentence of paragraph (5). 

(9) SPECIAL RULE FOR TAXABLE YEAR WHICH 
INCLUDES DATE OF ENACTMENT.—In the case of 
a taxable year which includes the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the deduction allowed 
under this subsection to any current FSC/
ETI beneficiary shall in no event exceed—

(A) 100 percent of such beneficiary’s ad-
justed base period amount for calendar year 
2003, reduced by 

(B) the aggregate FSC/ETI benefits of such 
beneficiary with respect to transactions oc-
curring during the portion of the taxable 
year ending on the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 

Subtitle B—Abusive Tax Shelter Shutdown 
and Taxpayer Accountability 

PART I—PROVISIONS DESIGNED TO 
CURTAIL TAX SHELTERS 

SEC. 311. CLARIFICATION OF ECONOMIC SUB-
STANCE DOCTRINE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7701 is amended 
by redesignating subsection (m) as sub-
section (n) and by inserting after subsection 
(l) the following new subsection: 

‘‘(m) CLARIFICATION OF ECONOMIC SUB-
STANCE DOCTRINE; ETC.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In applying the eco-

nomic substance doctrine, the determination 
of whether a transaction has economic sub-
stance shall be made as provided in this 
paragraph. 

‘‘(B) DEFINITION OF ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE.—
For purposes of subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A transaction has eco-
nomic substance only if—

‘‘(I) the transaction changes in a meaning-
ful way (apart from Federal tax effects and, 
if there is any Federal tax effects, also apart 
from any foreign, State, or local tax effects) 
the taxpayer’s economic position, and 

‘‘(II) the taxpayer has a substantial nontax 
purpose for entering into such transaction 
and the transaction is a reasonable means of 
accomplishing such purpose. 

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE WHERE TAXPAYER RELIES 
ON PROFIT POTENTIAL.—A transaction shall 
not be treated as having economic substance 
by reason of having a potential for profit un-
less—

‘‘(I) the present value of the reasonably ex-
pected pre-tax profit from the transaction is 
substantial in relation to the present value 
of the expected net tax benefits that would 
be allowed if the transaction were respected, 
and 

‘‘(II) the reasonably expected pre-tax profit 
from the transaction exceeds a risk-free rate 
of return.

‘‘(C) TREATMENT OF FEES AND FOREIGN 
TAXES.—Fees and other transaction expenses 
and foreign taxes shall be taken into account 
as expenses in determining pre-tax profit 
under subparagraph (B)(ii). 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES FOR TRANSACTIONS WITH 
TAX-INDIFFERENT PARTIES.—

‘‘(A) SPECIAL RULES FOR FINANCING TRANS-
ACTIONS.—The form of a transaction which is 
in substance the borrowing of money or the 
acquisition of financial capital directly or 
indirectly from a tax-indifferent party shall 
not be respected if the present value of the 
deductions to be claimed with respect to the 
transaction is substantially in excess of the 
present value of the anticipated economic re-
turns of the person lending the money or 
providing the financial capital. A public of-
fering shall be treated as a borrowing, or an 
acquisition of financial capital, from a tax-
indifferent party if it is reasonably expected 
that at least 50 percent of the offering will be 
placed with tax-indifferent parties. 

‘‘(B) ARTIFICIAL INCOME SHIFTING AND BASIS 
ADJUSTMENTS.—The form of a transaction 
with a tax-indifferent party shall not be re-
spected if—

‘‘(i) it results in an allocation of income or 
gain to the tax-indifferent party in excess of 
such party’s economic income or gain, or 

‘‘(ii) it results in a basis adjustment or 
shifting of basis on account of overstating 
the income or gain of the tax-indifferent 
party. 

‘‘(3) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this subsection—

‘‘(A) ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE DOCTRINE.—The 
term ‘economic substance doctrine’ means 
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the common law doctrine under which tax 
benefits under subtitle A with respect to a 
transaction are not allowable if the trans-
action does not have economic substance or 
lacks a business purpose. 

‘‘(B) TAX-INDIFFERENT PARTY.—The term 
‘tax-indifferent party’ means any person or 
entity not subject to tax imposed by subtitle 
A. A person shall be treated as a tax-indif-
ferent party with respect to a transaction if 
the items taken into account with respect to 
the transaction have no substantial impact 
on such person’s liability under subtitle A. 

‘‘(C) SUBSTANTIAL NONTAX PURPOSE.—In ap-
plying subclause (II) of paragraph (1)(B)(i), a 
purpose of achieving a financial accounting 
benefit shall not be taken into account in de-
termining whether a transaction has a sub-
stantial nontax purpose if the origin of such 
financial accounting benefit is a reduction of 
income tax. 

‘‘(D) EXCEPTION FOR PERSONAL TRANS-
ACTIONS OF INDIVIDUALS.—In the case of an 
individual, this subsection shall apply only 
to transactions entered into in connection 
with a trade or business or an activity en-
gaged in for the production of income. 

‘‘(E) TREATMENT OF LESSORS.—In applying 
subclause (I) of paragraph (1)(B)(ii) to the 
lessor of tangible property subject to a lease, 
the expected net tax benefits shall not in-
clude the benefits of depreciation, or any tax 
credit, with respect to the leased property 
and subclause (II) of paragraph (1)(B)(ii) 
shall be disregarded in determining whether 
any of such benefits are allowable.

‘‘(4) OTHER COMMON LAW DOCTRINES NOT AF-
FECTED.—Except as specifically provided in 
this subsection, the provisions of this sub-
section shall not be construed as altering or 
supplanting any other rule of law, and the 
requirements of this subsection shall be con-
strued as being in addition to any such other 
rule of law. 

‘‘(5) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary or appropriate to carry out the pur-
poses of this subsection. Such regulations 
may include exemptions from the applica-
tion of this subsection.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions entered into after February 13, 2003. 
SEC. 312. PENALTY FOR FAILING TO DISCLOSE 

REPORTABLE TRANSACTION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part I of subchapter B of 

chapter 68 (relating to assessable penalties) 
is amended by inserting after section 6707 
the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 6707A. PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO INCLUDE 

REPORTABLE TRANSACTION INFOR-
MATION WITH RETURN OR STATE-
MENT. 

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—Any person 
who fails to include on any return or state-
ment any information with respect to a re-
portable transaction which is required under 
section 6011 to be included with such return 
or statement shall pay a penalty in the 
amount determined under subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraphs (2) and (3), the amount of the 
penalty under subsection (a) shall be $50,000. 

‘‘(2) LISTED TRANSACTION.—The amount of 
the penalty under subsection (a) with respect 
to a listed transaction shall be $100,000. 

‘‘(3) INCREASE IN PENALTY FOR LARGE ENTI-
TIES AND HIGH NET WORTH INDIVIDUALS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a failure 
under subsection (a) by—

‘‘(i) a large entity, or 
‘‘(ii) a high net worth individual, 

the penalty under paragraph (1) or (2) shall 
be twice the amount determined without re-
gard to this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) LARGE ENTITY.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), the term ‘large entity’ means, 

with respect to any taxable year, a person 
(other than a natural person) with gross re-
ceipts in excess of $10,000,000 for the taxable 
year in which the reportable transaction oc-
curs or the preceding taxable year. Rules 
similar to the rules of paragraph (2) and sub-
paragraphs (B), (C), and (D) of paragraph (3) 
of section 448(c) shall apply for purposes of 
this subparagraph. 

‘‘(C) HIGH NET WORTH INDIVIDUAL.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A), the term ‘high net 
worth individual’ means, with respect to a 
reportable transaction, a natural person 
whose net worth exceeds $2,000,000 imme-
diately before the transaction. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) REPORTABLE TRANSACTION.—The term 
‘reportable transaction’ means any trans-
action with respect to which information is 
required to be included with a return or 
statement because, as determined under reg-
ulations prescribed under section 6011, such 
transaction is of a type which the Secretary 
determines as having a potential for tax 
avoidance or evasion. 

‘‘(2) LISTED TRANSACTION.—Except as pro-
vided in regulations, the term ‘listed trans-
action’ means a reportable transaction 
which is the same as, or substantially simi-
lar to, a transaction specifically identified 
by the Secretary as a tax avoidance trans-
action for purposes of section 6011. 

‘‘(d) AUTHORITY TO RESCIND PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of In-

ternal Revenue may rescind all or any por-
tion of any penalty imposed by this section 
with respect to any violation if—

‘‘(A) the violation is with respect to a re-
portable transaction other than a listed 
transaction, 

‘‘(B) the person on whom the penalty is im-
posed has a history of complying with the re-
quirements of this title, 

‘‘(C) it is shown that the violation is due to 
an unintentional mistake of fact; 

‘‘(D) imposing the penalty would be 
against equity and good conscience, and 

‘‘(E) rescinding the penalty would promote 
compliance with the requirements of this 
title and effective tax administration. 

‘‘(2) DISCRETION.—The exercise of authority 
under paragraph (1) shall be at the sole dis-
cretion of the Commissioner and may be del-
egated only to the head of the Office of Tax 
Shelter Analysis. The Commissioner, in the 
Commissioner’s sole discretion, may estab-
lish a procedure to determine if a penalty 
should be referred to the Commissioner or 
the head of such Office for a determination 
under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) NO APPEAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, any determination 
under this subsection may not be reviewed in 
any administrative or judicial proceeding. 

‘‘(4) RECORDS.—If a penalty is rescinded 
under paragraph (1), the Commissioner shall 
place in the file in the Office of the Commis-
sioner the opinion of the Commissioner or 
the head of the Office of Tax Shelter Anal-
ysis with respect to the determination, in-
cluding—

‘‘(A) the facts and circumstances of the 
transaction, 

‘‘(B) the reasons for the rescission, and 
‘‘(C) the amount of the penalty rescinded. 
‘‘(5) REPORT.—The Commissioner shall 

each year report to the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate—

‘‘(A) a summary of the total number and 
aggregate amount of penalties imposed, and 
rescinded, under this section, and 

‘‘(B) a description of each penalty re-
scinded under this subsection and the rea-
sons therefor. 

‘‘(e) PENALTY REPORTED TO SEC.—In the 
case of a person—

‘‘(1) which is required to file periodic re-
ports under section 13 or 15(d) of the Securi-
ties Exchange Act of 1934 or is required to be 
consolidated with another person for pur-
poses of such reports, and 

‘‘(2) which— 
‘‘(A) is required to pay a penalty under this 

section with respect to a listed transaction, 
‘‘(B) is required to pay a penalty under sec-

tion 6662A with respect to any reportable 
transaction at a rate prescribed under sec-
tion 6662A(c), or 

‘‘(C) is required to pay a penalty under sec-
tion 6662B with respect to any noneconomic 
substance transaction,

the requirement to pay such penalty shall be 
disclosed in such reports filed by such person 
for such periods as the Secretary shall speci-
fy. Failure to make a disclosure in accord-
ance with the preceding sentence shall be 
treated as a failure to which the penalty 
under subsection (b)(2) applies. 

‘‘(f) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PEN-
ALTIES.—The penalty imposed by this section 
is in addition to any penalty imposed under 
this title.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part I of subchapter B of chapter 
68 is amended by inserting after the item re-
lating to section 6707 the following:

‘‘Sec. 6707A. Penalty for failure to include re-
portable transaction informa-
tion with return or statement.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to returns 
and statements the due date for which is 
after the date of the enactment of this Act.
SEC. 313. ACCURACY-RELATED PENALTY FOR 

LISTED TRANSACTIONS AND OTHER 
REPORTABLE TRANSACTIONS HAV-
ING A SIGNIFICANT TAX AVOIDANCE 
PURPOSE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter 
68 is amended by inserting after section 6662 
the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 6662A. IMPOSITION OF ACCURACY-RE-

LATED PENALTY ON UNDERSTATE-
MENTS WITH RESPECT TO REPORT-
ABLE TRANSACTIONS. 

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—If a taxpayer 
has a reportable transaction understatement 
for any taxable year, there shall be added to 
the tax an amount equal to 20 percent of the 
amount of such understatement. 

‘‘(b) REPORTABLE TRANSACTION UNDER-
STATEMENT.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘reportable 
transaction understatement’ means the sum 
of—

‘‘(A) the product of—
‘‘(i) the amount of the increase (if any) in 

taxable income which results from a dif-
ference between the proper tax treatment of 
an item to which this section applies and the 
taxpayer’s treatment of such item (as shown 
on the taxpayer’s return of tax), and 

‘‘(ii) the highest rate of tax imposed by 
section 1 (section 11 in the case of a taxpayer 
which is a corporation), and 

‘‘(B) the amount of the decrease (if any) in 
the aggregate amount of credits determined 
under subtitle A which results from a dif-
ference between the taxpayer’s treatment of 
an item to which this section applies (as 
shown on the taxpayer’s return of tax) and 
the proper tax treatment of such item.

For purposes of subparagraph (A), any reduc-
tion of the excess of deductions allowed for 
the taxable year over gross income for such 
year, and any reduction in the amount of 
capital losses which would (without regard 
to section 1211) be allowed for such year, 
shall be treated as an increase in taxable in-
come. 
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‘‘(2) ITEMS TO WHICH SECTION APPLIES.—This 

section shall apply to any item which is at-
tributable to—

‘‘(A) any listed transaction, and 
‘‘(B) any reportable transaction (other 

than a listed transaction) if a significant 
purpose of such transaction is the avoidance 
or evasion of Federal income tax. 

‘‘(c) HIGHER PENALTY FOR NONDISCLOSED 
LISTED AND OTHER AVOIDANCE TRANS-
ACTIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) shall be 
applied by substituting ‘30 percent’ for ‘20 
percent’ with respect to the portion of any 
reportable transaction understatement with 
respect to which the requirement of section 
6664(d)(2)(A) is not met. 

‘‘(2) RULES APPLICABLE TO COMPROMISE OF 
PENALTY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the 1st letter of pro-
posed deficiency which allows the taxpayer 
an opportunity for administrative review in 
the Internal Revenue Service Office of Ap-
peals has been sent with respect to a penalty 
to which paragraph (1) applies, only the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue may com-
promise all or any portion of such penalty. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE RULES.—The rules of para-
graphs (3), (4), and (5) of section 6707A(d) 
shall apply for purposes of subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS OF REPORTABLE AND LIST-
ED TRANSACTIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms ‘reportable transaction’ and 
‘listed transaction’ have the respective 
meanings given to such terms by section 
6707A(c). 

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) COORDINATION WITH PENALTIES, ETC., ON 

OTHER UNDERSTATEMENTS.—In the case of an 
understatement (as defined in section 
6662(d)(2))—

‘‘(A) the amount of such understatement 
(determined without regard to this para-
graph) shall be increased by the aggregate 
amount of reportable transaction under-
statements and noneconomic substance 
transaction understatements for purposes of 
determining whether such understatement is 
a substantial understatement under section 
6662(d)(1), and 

‘‘(B) the addition to tax under section 
6662(a) shall apply only to the excess of the 
amount of the substantial understatement 
(if any) after the application of subparagraph 
(A) over the aggregate amount of reportable 
transaction understatements and non-
economic substance transaction understate-
ments. 

‘‘(2) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PENALTIES.—
‘‘(A) APPLICATION OF FRAUD PENALTY.—Ref-

erences to an underpayment in section 6663 
shall be treated as including references to a 
reportable transaction understatement and a 
noneconomic substance transaction under-
statement. 

‘‘(B) NO DOUBLE PENALTY.—This section 
shall not apply to any portion of an under-
statement on which a penalty is imposed 
under section 6662B or 6663. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR AMENDED RETURNS.—
Except as provided in regulations, in no 
event shall any tax treatment included with 
an amendment or supplement to a return of 
tax be taken into account in determining the 
amount of any reportable transaction under-
statement or noneconomic substance trans-
action understatement if the amendment or 
supplement is filed after the earlier of the 
date the taxpayer is first contacted by the 
Secretary regarding the examination of the 
return or such other date as is specified by 
the Secretary. 

‘‘(4) NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANSACTION 
UNDERSTATEMENT.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the term ‘noneconomic substance 
transaction understatement’ has the mean-
ing given such term by section 6662B(c). 

‘‘(5) CROSS REFERENCE.—

‘‘For reporting of section 6662A(c) penalty 
to the Securities and Exchange Commission, 
see section 6707A(e).’’

(b) DETERMINATION OF OTHER UNDERSTATE-
MENTS.—Subparagraph (A) of section 
6662(d)(2) is amended by adding at the end 
the following flush sentence:

‘‘The excess under the preceding sentence 
shall be determined without regard to items 
to which section 6662A applies and without 
regard to items with respect to which a pen-
alty is imposed by section 6662B.’’

(c) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 6664 is amended 

by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(d) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION FOR RE-
PORTABLE TRANSACTION UNDERSTATEMENTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No penalty shall be im-
posed under section 6662A with respect to 
any portion of a reportable transaction un-
derstatement if it is shown that there was a 
reasonable cause for such portion and that 
the taxpayer acted in good faith with respect 
to such portion. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES.—Paragraph (1) shall 
not apply to any reportable transaction un-
derstatement unless—

‘‘(A) the relevant facts affecting the tax 
treatment of the item are adequately dis-
closed in accordance with the regulations 
prescribed under section 6011, 

‘‘(B) there is or was substantial authority 
for such treatment, and 

‘‘(C) the taxpayer reasonably believed that 
such treatment was more likely than not the 
proper treatment.

A taxpayer failing to adequately disclose in 
accordance with section 6011 shall be treated 
as meeting the requirements of subparagraph 
(A) if the penalty for such failure was re-
scinded under section 6707A(d). 

‘‘(3) RULES RELATING TO REASONABLE BE-
LIEF.—For purposes of paragraph (2)(C)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A taxpayer shall be 
treated as having a reasonable belief with re-
spect to the tax treatment of an item only if 
such belief—

‘‘(i) is based on the facts and law that exist 
at the time the return of tax which includes 
such tax treatment is filed, and 

‘‘(ii) relates solely to the taxpayer’s 
chances of success on the merits of such 
treatment and does not take into account 
the possibility that a return will not be au-
dited, such treatment will not be raised on 
audit, or such treatment will be resolved 
through settlement if it is raised. 

‘‘(B) CERTAIN OPINIONS MAY NOT BE RELIED 
UPON.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An opinion of a tax advi-
sor may not be relied upon to establish the 
reasonable belief of a taxpayer if—

‘‘(I) the tax advisor is described in clause 
(ii), or 

‘‘(II) the opinion is described in clause (iii). 
‘‘(ii) DISQUALIFIED TAX ADVISORS.—A tax 

advisor is described in this clause if the tax 
advisor—

‘‘(I) is a material advisor (within the mean-
ing of section 6111(b)(1)) who participates in 
the organization, management, promotion, 
or sale of the transaction or who is related 
(within the meaning of section 267(b) or 
707(b)(1)) to any person who so participates, 

‘‘(II) is compensated directly or indirectly 
by a material advisor with respect to the 
transaction, 

‘‘(III) has a fee arrangement with respect 
to the transaction which is contingent on all 
or part of the intended tax benefits from the 
transaction being sustained, or 

‘‘(IV) as determined under regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary, has a continuing fi-
nancial interest with respect to the trans-
action. 

‘‘(iii) DISQUALIFIED OPINIONS.—For purposes 
of clause (i), an opinion is disqualified if the 
opinion—

‘‘(I) is based on unreasonable factual or 
legal assumptions (including assumptions as 
to future events), 

‘‘(II) unreasonably relies on representa-
tions, statements, findings, or agreements of 
the taxpayer or any other person, 

‘‘(III) does not identify and consider all rel-
evant facts, or 

‘‘(IV) fails to meet any other requirement 
as the Secretary may prescribe.’’

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading 
for subsection (c) of section 6664 is amended 
by inserting ‘‘FOR UNDERPAYMENTS’’ after 
‘‘EXCEPTION’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (C) of section 461(i)(3) is 

amended by striking ‘‘section 
6662(d)(2)(C)(iii)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
1274(b)(3)(C)’’. 

(2) Paragraph (3) of section 1274(b) is 
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(as defined in section 
6662(d)(2)(C)(iii))’’ in subparagraph (B)(i), and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) TAX SHELTER.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (B), the term ‘tax shelter’ means—

‘‘(i) a partnership or other entity, 
‘‘(ii) any investment plan or arrangement, 

or 
‘‘(iii) any other plan or arrangement, 

if a significant purpose of such partnership, 
entity, plan, or arrangement is the avoid-
ance or evasion of Federal income tax.’’

(3) Section 6662(d)(2) is amended by strik-
ing subparagraphs (C) and (D). 

(4) Section 6664(c)(1) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘this part’’ and inserting ‘‘section 6662 or 
6663’’. 

(5) Subsection (b) of section 7525 is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘section 6662(d)(2)(C)(iii)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 1274(b)(3)(C)’’. 

(6)(A) The heading for section 6662 is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6662. IMPOSITION OF ACCURACY-RELATED 

PENALTY ON UNDERPAYMENTS.’’
(B) The table of sections for part II of sub-

chapter A of chapter 68 is amended by strik-
ing the item relating to section 6662 and in-
serting the following new items:
‘‘Sec. 6662. Imposition of accuracy-related 

penalty on underpayments. 
‘‘Sec. 6662A. Imposition of accuracy-related 

penalty on understatements 
with respect to reportable 
transactions.’’

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 
SEC. 314. PENALTY FOR UNDERSTATEMENTS AT-

TRIBUTABLE TO TRANSACTIONS 
LACKING ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE, 
ETC. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter A of chapter 
68 is amended by inserting after section 
6662A the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 6662B. PENALTY FOR UNDERSTATEMENTS 

ATTRIBUTABLE TO TRANSACTIONS 
LACKING ECONOMIC SUBSTANCE, 
ETC. 

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—If a taxpayer 
has an noneconomic substance transaction 
understatement for any taxable year, there 
shall be added to the tax an amount equal to 
40 percent of the amount of such understate-
ment. 

‘‘(b) REDUCTION OF PENALTY FOR DISCLOSED 
TRANSACTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall be ap-
plied by substituting ‘20 percent’ for ‘40 per-
cent’ with respect to the portion of any non-
economic substance transaction understate-
ment with respect to which the relevant 
facts affecting the tax treatment of the item 
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are adequately disclosed in the return or a 
statement attached to the return. 

‘‘(c) NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANSACTION 
UNDERSTATEMENT.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘noneconomic 
substance transaction understatement’ 
means any amount which would be an under-
statement under section 6662A(b)(1) if section 
6662A were applied by taking into account 
items attributable to noneconomic sub-
stance transactions rather than items to 
which section 6662A would apply without re-
gard to this paragraph. 

‘‘(2) NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE TRANS-
ACTION.—The term ‘noneconomic substance 
transaction’ means any transaction if—

‘‘(A) there is a lack of economic substance 
(within the meaning of section 7701(m)(1)) for 
the transaction giving rise to the claimed 
tax benefit or the transaction was not re-
spected under section 7701(m)(2), or 

‘‘(B) the transaction fails to meet the re-
quirements of any similar rule of law. 

‘‘(d) RULES APPLICABLE TO COMPROMISE OF 
PENALTY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the 1st letter of pro-
posed deficiency which allows the taxpayer 
an opportunity for administrative review in 
the Internal Revenue Service Office of Ap-
peals has been sent with respect to a penalty 
to which this section applies, only the Com-
missioner of Internal Revenue may com-
promise all or any portion of such penalty. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE RULES.—The rules of para-
graphs (3), (4), and (5) of section 6707A(d) 
shall apply for purposes of paragraph (1). 

‘‘(e) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PEN-
ALTIES.—Except as otherwise provided in this 
part, the penalty imposed by this section 
shall be in addition to any other penalty im-
posed by this title. 

‘‘(f) CROSS REFERENCES.—
‘‘(1) For coordination of penalty with un-

derstatements under section 6662 and other 
special rules, see section 6662A(e). 

‘‘(2) For reporting of penalty imposed 
under this section to the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, see section 6707A(e).’’

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part II of subchapter A of chap-
ter 68 is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 6662A the following new 
item:

‘‘Sec. 6662B. Penalty for understatements at-
tributable to transactions lack-
ing economic substance, etc.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions entered into after February 13, 2003. 
SEC. 315. MODIFICATIONS OF SUBSTANTIAL UN-

DERSTATEMENT PENALTY FOR NON-
REPORTABLE TRANSACTIONS. 

(a) SUBSTANTIAL UNDERSTATEMENT OF COR-
PORATIONS.—Section 6662(d)(1)(B) (relating to 
special rule for corporations) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE FOR CORPORATIONS.—In 
the case of a corporation other than an S 
corporation or a personal holding company 
(as defined in section 542), there is a substan-
tial understatement of income tax for any 
taxable year if the amount of the understate-
ment for the taxable year exceeds the lesser 
of—

‘‘(i) 10 percent of the tax required to be 
shown on the return for the taxable year (or, 
if greater, $10,000), or 

‘‘(ii) $10,000,000.’’
(b) REDUCTION FOR UNDERSTATEMENT OF 

TAXPAYER DUE TO POSITION OF TAXPAYER OR 
DISCLOSED ITEM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 6662(d)(2)(B)(i) (re-
lating to substantial authority) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(i) the tax treatment of any item by the 
taxpayer if the taxpayer had reasonable be-

lief that the tax treatment was more likely 
than not the proper treatment, or’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
6662(d) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) SECRETARIAL LIST.—For purposes of 
this subsection, section 6664(d)(2), and sec-
tion 6694(a)(1), the Secretary may prescribe a 
list of positions for which the Secretary be-
lieves there is not substantial authority or 
there is no reasonable belief that the tax 
treatment is more likely than not the proper 
tax treatment. Such list (and any revisions 
thereof) shall be published in the Federal 
Register or the Internal Revenue Bulletin.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 316. TAX SHELTER EXCEPTION TO CON-

FIDENTIALITY PRIVILEGES RELAT-
ING TO TAXPAYER COMMUNICA-
TIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7525(b) (relating 
to section not to apply to communications 
regarding corporate tax shelters) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) SECTION NOT TO APPLY TO COMMUNICA-
TIONS REGARDING TAX SHELTERS.—The privi-
lege under subsection (a) shall not apply to 
any written communication which is—

‘‘(1) between a federally authorized tax 
practitioner and—

‘‘(A) any person, 
‘‘(B) any director, officer, employee, agent, 

or representative of the person, or 
‘‘(C) any other person holding a capital or 

profits interest in the person, and 
‘‘(2) in connection with the promotion of 

the direct or indirect participation of the 
person in any tax shelter (as defined in sec-
tion 1274(b)(3)(C)).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to commu-
nications made on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 317. DISCLOSURE OF REPORTABLE TRANS-

ACTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6111 (relating to 

registration of tax shelters) is amended to 
read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6111. DISCLOSURE OF REPORTABLE TRANS-

ACTIONS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each material advisor 

with respect to any reportable transaction 
shall make a return (in such form as the Sec-
retary may prescribe) setting forth—

‘‘(1) information identifying and describing 
the transaction, 

‘‘(2) information describing any potential 
tax benefits expected to result from the 
transaction, and 

‘‘(3) such other information as the Sec-
retary may prescribe. 
Such return shall be filed not later than the 
date specified by the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) MATERIAL ADVISOR.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘material ad-

visor’ means any person—
‘‘(i) who provides any material aid, assist-

ance, or advice with respect to organizing, 
promoting, selling, implementing, or car-
rying out any reportable transaction, and 

‘‘(ii) who directly or indirectly derives 
gross income in excess of the threshold 
amount for such aid, assistance, or advice. 

‘‘(B) THRESHOLD AMOUNT.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), the threshold amount is—

‘‘(i) $50,000 in the case of a reportable 
transaction substantially all of the tax bene-
fits from which are provided to natural per-
sons, and 

‘‘(ii) $250,000 in any other case. 
‘‘(2) REPORTABLE TRANSACTION.—The term 

‘reportable transaction’ has the meaning 
given to such term by section 6707A(c). 

‘‘(c) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may 
prescribe regulations which provide—

‘‘(1) that only 1 person shall be required to 
meet the requirements of subsection (a) in 
cases in which 2 or more persons would oth-
erwise be required to meet such require-
ments, 

‘‘(2) exemptions from the requirements of 
this section, and 

‘‘(3) such rules as may be necessary or ap-
propriate to carry out the purposes of this 
section.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The item relating to section 6111 in the 

table of sections for subchapter B of chapter 
61 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘Sec. 6111. Disclosure of reportable trans-
actions.’’

(2)(A) So much of section 6112 as precedes 
subsection (c) thereof is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6112. MATERIAL ADVISORS OF REPORT-

ABLE TRANSACTIONS MUST KEEP 
LISTS OF ADVISEES. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each material advisor 
(as defined in section 6111) with respect to 
any reportable transaction (as defined in sec-
tion 6707A(c)) shall maintain, in such manner 
as the Secretary may by regulations pre-
scribe, a list—

‘‘(1) identifying each person with respect to 
whom such advisor acted as such a material 
advisor with respect to such transaction, and 

‘‘(2) containing such other information as 
the Secretary may by regulations require. 
This section shall apply without regard to 
whether a material advisor is required to file 
a return under section 6111 with respect to 
such transaction.’’

(B) Section 6112 is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (c) as subsection (b).

(C) Section 6112(b), as redesignated by sub-
paragraph (B), is amended—

(i) by inserting ‘‘written’’ before ‘‘request’’ 
in paragraph (1)(A), and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘shall prescribe’’ in para-
graph (2) and inserting ‘‘may prescribe’’. 

(D) The item relating to section 6112 in the 
table of sections for subchapter B of chapter 
61 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘Sec. 6112. Material advisors of reportable 
transactions must keep lists of 
advisees.’’

(3)(A) The heading for section 6708 is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6708. FAILURE TO MAINTAIN LISTS OF 

ADVISEES WITH RESPECT TO RE-
PORTABLE TRANSACTIONS.’’

(B) The item relating to section 6708 in the 
table of sections for part I of subchapter B of 
chapter 68 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘Sec. 6708. Failure to maintain lists of 
advisees with respect to report-
able transactions.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions with respect to which material aid, 
assistance, or advice referred to in section 
6111(b)(1)(A)(i) of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986 (as added by this section) is provided 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 318. MODIFICATIONS TO PENALTY FOR FAIL-

URE TO REGISTER TAX SHELTERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6707 (relating to 
failure to furnish information regarding tax 
shelters) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6707. FAILURE TO FURNISH INFORMATION 

REGARDING REPORTABLE TRANS-
ACTIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a person who is re-
quired to file a return under section 6111(a) 
with respect to any reportable transaction—

‘‘(1) fails to file such return on or before 
the date prescribed therefor, or 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 03:54 May 10, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00088 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A09MY7.063 H09PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3949May 9, 2003
‘‘(2) files false or incomplete information 

with the Secretary with respect to such 
transaction,
such person shall pay a penalty with respect 
to such return in the amount determined 
under subsection (b). 

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the penalty imposed under 
subsection (a) with respect to any failure 
shall be $50,000. 

‘‘(2) LISTED TRANSACTIONS.—The penalty 
imposed under subsection (a) with respect to 
any listed transaction shall be an amount 
equal to the greater of—

‘‘(A) $200,000, or 
‘‘(B) 50 percent of the gross income derived 

by such person with respect to aid, assist-
ance, or advice which is provided with re-
spect to the reportable transaction before 
the date the return including the transaction 
is filed under section 6111.

Subparagraph (B) shall be applied by sub-
stituting ‘75 percent’ for ‘50 percent’ in the 
case of an intentional failure or act de-
scribed in subsection (a). 

‘‘(c) RESCISSION AUTHORITY.—The provi-
sions of section 6707A(d) (relating to author-
ity of Commissioner to rescind penalty) shall 
apply to any penalty imposed under this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(d) REPORTABLE AND LISTED TRANS-
ACTIONS.—The terms ‘reportable transaction’ 
and ‘listed transaction’ have the respective 
meanings given to such terms by section 
6707A(c).’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The item relat-
ing to section 6707 in the table of sections for 
part I of subchapter B of chapter 68 is 
amended by striking ‘‘tax shelters’’ and in-
serting ‘‘reportable transactions’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to returns 
the due date for which is after the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 319. MODIFICATION OF PENALTY FOR FAIL-

URE TO MAINTAIN LISTS OF INVES-
TORS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
6708 is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If any person who is re-

quired to maintain a list under section 
6112(a) fails to make such list available upon 
written request to the Secretary in accord-
ance with section 6112(b)(1)(A) within 20 busi-
ness days after the date of the Secretary’s 
request, such person shall pay a penalty of 
$10,000 for each day of such failure after such 
20th day. 

‘‘(2) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTION.—No 
penalty shall be imposed by paragraph (1) 
with respect to the failure on any day if such 
failure is due to reasonable cause.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to requests 
made after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 320. MODIFICATION OF ACTIONS TO ENJOIN 

CERTAIN CONDUCT RELATED TO 
TAX SHELTERS AND REPORTABLE 
TRANSACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7408 (relating to 
action to enjoin promoters of abusive tax 
shelters, etc.) is amended by redesignating 
subsection (c) as subsection (d) and by strik-
ing subsections (a) and (b) and inserting the 
following new subsections: 

‘‘(a) AUTHORITY TO SEEK INJUNCTION.—A 
civil action in the name of the United States 
to enjoin any person from further engaging 
in specified conduct may be commenced at 
the request of the Secretary. Any action 
under this section shall be brought in the 
district court of the United States for the 
district in which such person resides, has his 
principal place of business, or has engaged in 

specified conduct. The court may exercise its 
jurisdiction over such action (as provided in 
section 7402(a)) separate and apart from any 
other action brought by the United States 
against such person. 

‘‘(b) ADJUDICATION AND DECREE.—In any ac-
tion under subsection (a), if the court finds—

‘‘(1) that the person has engaged in any 
specified conduct, and 

‘‘(2) that injunctive relief is appropriate to 
prevent recurrence of such conduct, 
the court may enjoin such person from en-
gaging in such conduct or in any other activ-
ity subject to penalty under this title. 

‘‘(c) SPECIFIED CONDUCT.—For purposes of 
this section, the term ‘specified conduct’ 
means any action, or failure to take action, 
subject to penalty under section 6700, 6701, 
6707, or 6708.’’

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The heading for section 7408 is amended 

to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 7408. ACTIONS TO ENJOIN SPECIFIED CON-

DUCT RELATED TO TAX SHELTERS 
AND REPORTABLE TRANSACTIONS.’’

(2) The table of sections for subchapter A 
of chapter 67 is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 7408 and inserting the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 7408. Actions to enjoin specified 
conduct related to tax shelters 
and reportable transactions.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall take effect on the 
day after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 321. UNDERSTATEMENT OF TAXPAYER’S LI-

ABILITY BY INCOME TAX RETURN 
PREPARER. 

(a) STANDARDS CONFORMED TO TAXPAYER 
STANDARDS.—Section 6694(a) (relating to un-
derstatements due to unrealistic positions) 
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘realistic possibility of 
being sustained on its merits’’ in paragraph 
(1) and inserting ‘‘reasonable belief that the 
tax treatment in such position was more 
likely than not the proper treatment’’, 

(2) by striking ‘‘or was frivolous’’ in para-
graph (3) and inserting ‘‘or there was no rea-
sonable basis for the tax treatment of such 
position’’, and 

(3) by striking ‘‘UNREALISTIC’’ in the head-
ing and inserting ‘‘IMPROPER’’. 

(b) AMOUNT OF PENALTY.—Section 6694 is 
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$250’’ in subsection (a) and 
inserting ‘‘$1,000’’, and 

(2) by striking ‘‘$1,000’’ in subsection (b) 
and inserting ‘‘$5,000’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to docu-
ments prepared after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 322. PENALTY ON FAILURE TO REPORT IN-

TERESTS IN FOREIGN FINANCIAL 
ACCOUNTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5321(a)(5) of title 
31, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(5) FOREIGN FINANCIAL AGENCY TRANS-
ACTION VIOLATION.—

‘‘(A) PENALTY AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary 
of the Treasury may impose a civil money 
penalty on any person who violates, or 
causes any violation of, any provision of sec-
tion 5314. 

‘‘(B) AMOUNT OF PENALTY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (C), the amount of any civil 
penalty imposed under subparagraph (A) 
shall not exceed $5,000. 

‘‘(ii) REASONABLE CAUSE EXCEPTIONNo pen-
alty shall be imposed under subparagraph (A) 
with respect to any violation if—

‘‘(I) such violation was due to reasonable 
cause, and 

‘‘(II) the amount of the transaction or the 
balance in the account at the time of the 
transaction was properly reported. 

‘‘(C) WILLFUL VIOLATIONS.—In the case of 
any person willfully violating, or willfully 
causing any violation of, any provision of 
section 5314—

‘‘(i) the maximum penalty under subpara-
graph (B)(i) shall be increased to the greater 
of—

‘‘(I) $25,000, or 
‘‘(II) the amount (not exceeding $100,000) 

determined under subparagraph (D), and 
‘‘(ii) subparagraph (B)(ii) shall not apply. 
‘‘(D) AMOUNT.—The amount determined 

under this subparagraph is—
‘‘(i) in the case of a violation involving a 

transaction, the amount of the transaction, 
or 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a violation involving a 
failure to report the existence of an account 
or any identifying information required to be 
provided with respect to an account, the bal-
ance in the account at the time of the viola-
tion.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to viola-
tions occurring after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 323. FRIVOLOUS TAX SUBMISSIONS. 

(a) CIVIL PENALTIES.—Section 6702 is 
amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 6702. FRIVOLOUS TAX SUBMISSIONS. 

‘‘(a) CIVIL PENALTY FOR FRIVOLOUS TAX RE-
TURNS.—A person shall pay a penalty of 
$5,000 if—

‘‘(1) such person files what purports to be a 
return of a tax imposed by this title but 
which—

‘‘(A) does not contain information on 
which the substantial correctness of the self-
assessment may be judged, or 

‘‘(B) contains information that on its face 
indicates that the self-assessment is substan-
tially incorrect; and 

‘‘(2) the conduct referred to in paragraph 
(1)— 

‘‘(A) is based on a position which the Sec-
retary has identified as frivolous under sub-
section (c), or 

‘‘(B) reflects a desire to delay or impede 
the administration of Federal tax laws. 

‘‘(b) CIVIL PENALTY FOR SPECIFIED FRIVO-
LOUS SUBMISSIONS.—

‘‘(1) IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—Except as 
provided in paragraph (3), any person who 
submits a specified frivolous submission 
shall pay a penalty of $5,000. 

‘‘(2) SPECIFIED FRIVOLOUS SUBMISSION.—For 
purposes of this section—

‘‘(A) SPECIFIED FRIVOLOUS SUBMISSION.—
The term ‘specified frivolous submission’ 
means a specified submission if any portion 
of such submission—

‘‘(i) is based on a position which the Sec-
retary has identified as frivolous under sub-
section (c), or 

‘‘(ii) reflects a desire to delay or impede 
the administration of Federal tax laws. 

‘‘(B) SPECIFIED SUBMISSION.—The term 
‘specified submission’ means—

‘‘(i) a request for a hearing under—
‘‘(I) section 6320 (relating to notice and op-

portunity for hearing upon filing of notice of 
lien), or 

‘‘(II) section 6330 (relating to notice and 
opportunity for hearing before levy), and 

‘‘(ii) an application under— 
‘‘(I) section 6159 (relating to agreements 

for payment of tax liability in installments), 
‘‘(II) section 7122 (relating to com-

promises), or 
‘‘(III) section 7811 (relating to taxpayer as-

sistance orders). 
‘‘(3) OPPORTUNITY TO WITHDRAW SUBMIS-

SION.—If the Secretary provides a person 
with notice that a submission is a specified 
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frivolous submission and such person with-
draws such submission within 30 days after 
such notice, the penalty imposed under para-
graph (1) shall not apply with respect to such 
submission. 

‘‘(c) LISTING OF FRIVOLOUS POSITIONS.—The 
Secretary shall prescribe (and periodically 
revise) a list of positions which the Sec-
retary has identified as being frivolous for 
purposes of this subsection. The Secretary 
shall not include in such list any position 
that the Secretary determines meets the re-
quirement of section 6662(d)(2)(B)(ii)(II). 

‘‘(d) REDUCTION OF PENALTY.—The Sec-
retary may reduce the amount of any pen-
alty imposed under this section if the Sec-
retary determines that such reduction would 
promote compliance with and administra-
tion of the Federal tax laws. 

‘‘(e) PENALTIES IN ADDITION TO OTHER PEN-
ALTIES.—The penalties imposed by this sec-
tion shall be in addition to any other penalty 
provided by law.’’

(b) TREATMENT OF FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS 
FOR HEARINGS BEFORE LEVY.—

(1) FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS DISREGARDED.—
Section 6330 (relating to notice and oppor-
tunity for hearing before levy) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(g) FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS FOR HEARING, 
ETC.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, if the Secretary determines 
that any portion of a request for a hearing 
under this section or section 6320 meets the 
requirement of clause (i) or (ii) of section 
6702(b)(2)(A), then the Secretary may treat 
such portion as if it were never submitted 
and such portion shall not be subject to any 
further administrative or judicial review.’’

(2) PRECLUSION FROM RAISING FRIVOLOUS 
ISSUES AT HEARING.—Section 6330(c)(4) is 
amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘(A)’’ and inserting 
‘‘(A)(i)’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘(ii)’’; 
(C) by striking the period at the end of the 

first sentence and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(D) by inserting after subparagraph (A)(ii) 

(as so redesignated) the following: 
‘‘(B) the issue meets the requirement of 

clause (i) or (ii) of section 6702(b)(2)(A).’’
(3) STATEMENT OF GROUNDS.—Section 

6330(b)(1) is amended by striking ‘‘under sub-
section (a)(3)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘in writing 
under subsection (a)(3)(B) and states the 
grounds for the requested hearing’’. 

(c) TREATMENT OF FRIVOLOUS REQUESTS 
FOR HEARINGS UPON FILING OF NOTICE OF 
LIEN.—Section 6320 is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘under 
subsection (a)(3)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘in writ-
ing under subsection (a)(3)(B) and states the 
grounds for the requested hearing’’, and 

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘and (e)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘(e), and (g)’’. 

(d) TREATMENT OF FRIVOLOUS APPLICATIONS 
FOR OFFERS-IN-COMPROMISE AND INSTALL-
MENT AGREEMENTS.—Section 7122 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(e) FRIVOLOUS SUBMISSIONS, ETC.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, if the Secretary determines that any 
portion of an application for an offer-in-com-
promise or installment agreement submitted 
under this section or section 6159 meets the 
requirement of clause (i) or (ii) of section 
6702(b)(2)(A), then the Secretary may treat 
such portion as if it were never submitted 
and such portion shall not be subject to any 
further administrative or judicial review.’’

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part I of subchapter B of chapter 
68 is amended by striking the item relating 
to section 6702 and inserting the following 
new item:

‘‘Sec. 6702. Frivolous tax submissions.’’

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to submis-
sions made and issues raised after the date 
on which the Secretary first prescribes a list 
under section 6702(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, as amended by subsection (a). 
SEC. 324. REGULATION OF INDIVIDUALS PRAC-

TICING BEFORE THE DEPARTMENT 
OF TREASURY. 

(a) CENSURE; IMPOSITION OF PENALTY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 330(b) of title 31, 

United States Code, is amended—
(A) by inserting ‘‘, or censure,’’ after ‘‘De-

partment’’, and 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

flush sentence:
‘‘The Secretary may impose a monetary pen-
alty on any representative described in the 
preceding sentence. If the representative was 
acting on behalf of an employer or any firm 
or other entity in connection with the con-
duct giving rise to such penalty, the Sec-
retary may impose a monetary penalty on 
such employer, firm, or entity if it knew, or 
reasonably should have known, of such con-
duct. Such penalty shall not exceed the gross 
income derived (or to be derived) from the 
conduct giving rise to the penalty and may 
be in addition to, or in lieu of, any suspen-
sion, disbarment, or censure.’’

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to ac-
tions taken after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(b) TAX SHELTER OPINIONS, ETC.—Section 
330 of such title 31 is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d) Nothing in this section or in any other 
provision of law shall be construed to limit 
the authority of the Secretary of the Treas-
ury to impose standards applicable to the 
rendering of written advice with respect to 
any entity, transaction plan or arrangement, 
or other plan or arrangement, which is of a 
type which the Secretary determines as hav-
ing a potential for tax avoidance or eva-
sion.’’
SEC. 325. PENALTY ON PROMOTERS OF TAX 

SHELTERS. 
(a) PENALTY ON PROMOTING ABUSIVE TAX 

SHELTERS.—Section 6700(a) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘Notwithstanding the first sentence, 
if an activity with respect to which a pen-
alty imposed under this subsection involves 
a statement described in paragraph (2)(A), 
the amount of the penalty shall be equal to 
50 percent of the gross income derived (or to 
be derived) from such activity by the person 
on which the penalty is imposed.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to activities 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 326. STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS FOR TAX-

ABLE YEARS FOR WHICH LISTED 
TRANSACTIONS NOT REPORTED. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 6501(e)(1) (relat-
ing to substantial omission of items for in-
come taxes) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) LISTED TRANSACTIONS.—If a taxpayer 
fails to include on any return or statement 
for any taxable year any information with 
respect to a listed transaction (as defined in 
section 6707A(c)(2)) which is required under 
section 6011 to be included with such return 
or statement, the tax for such taxable year 
may be assessed, or a proceeding in court for 
collection of such tax may be begun without 
assessment, at any time within 6 years after 
the time the return is filed. This subpara-
graph shall not apply to any taxable year if 
the time for assessment or beginning the 
proceeding in court has expired before the 
time a transaction is treated as a listed 
transaction under section 6011.’’ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to trans-

actions after the date of the enactment of 
this Act in taxable years ending after such 
date. 
SEC. 327. DENIAL OF DEDUCTION FOR INTEREST 

ON UNDERPAYMENTS ATTRIB-
UTABLE TO NONDISCLOSED RE-
PORTABLE AND NONECONOMIC SUB-
STANCE TRANSACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 163 (relating to 
deduction for interest) is amended by redes-
ignating subsection (m) as subsection (n) and 
by inserting after subsection (l) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(m) INTEREST ON UNPAID TAXES ATTRIB-
UTABLE TO NONDISCLOSED REPORTABLE 
TRANSACTIONS AND NONECONOMIC SUBSTANCE 
TRANSACTIONS.—No deduction shall be al-
lowed under this chapter for any interest 
paid or accrued under section 6601 on any un-
derpayment of tax which is attributable to—

‘‘(1) the portion of any reportable trans-
action understatement (as defined in section 
6662A(b)) with respect to which the require-
ment of section 6664(d)(2)(A) is not met, or 

‘‘(2) any noneconomic substance trans-
action understatement (as defined in section 
6662B(c)).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions after the date of the enactment of 
this Act in taxable years ending after such 
date. 

PART II—OTHER PROVISIONS 
SEC. 331. LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OR IMPOR-

TATION OF BUILT-IN LOSSES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 362 (relating to 

basis to corporations) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(e) LIMITATIONS ON BUILT-IN LOSSES.—
‘‘(1) LIMITATION ON IMPORTATION OF BUILT-IN 

LOSSES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If in any transaction de-

scribed in subsection (a) or (b) there would 
(but for this subsection) be an importation of 
a net built-in loss, the basis of each property 
described in subparagraph (B) which is ac-
quired in such transaction shall (notwith-
standing subsections (a) and (b)) be its fair 
market value immediately after such trans-
action. 

‘‘(B) PROPERTY DESCRIBED.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), property is described in 
this paragraph if—

‘‘(i) gain or loss with respect to such prop-
erty is not subject to tax under this subtitle 
in the hands of the transferor immediately 
before the transfer, and 

‘‘(ii) gain or loss with respect to such prop-
erty is subject to such tax in the hands of 
the transferee immediately after such trans-
fer.

In any case in which the transferor is a part-
nership, the preceding sentence shall be ap-
plied by treating each partner in such part-
nership as holding such partner’s propor-
tionate share of the property of such part-
nership. 

‘‘(C) IMPORTATION OF NET BUILT-IN LOSS.—
For purposes of subparagraph (A), there is an 
importation of a net built-in loss in a trans-
action if the transferee’s aggregate adjusted 
bases of property described in subparagraph 
(B) which is transferred in such transaction 
would (but for this paragraph) exceed the 
fair market value of such property imme-
diately after such transaction.’’

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON TRANSFER OF BUILT-IN 
LOSSES IN SECTION 351 TRANSACTIONS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(i) property is transferred in any trans-

action which is described in subsection (a) 
and which is not described in paragraph (1) of 
this subsection, and 

‘‘(ii) the transferee’s aggregate adjusted 
bases of the property so transferred would 
(but for this paragraph) exceed the fair mar-
ket value of such property immediately after 
such transaction,
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then, notwithstanding subsection (a), the 
transferee’s aggregate adjusted bases of the 
property so transferred shall not exceed the 
fair market value of such property imme-
diately after such transaction. 

‘‘(B) ALLOCATION OF BASIS REDUCTION.—The 
aggregate reduction in basis by reason of 
subparagraph (A) shall be allocated among 
the property so transferred in proportion to 
their respective built-in losses immediately 
before the transaction. 

‘‘(C) EXCEPTION FOR TRANSFERS WITHIN AF-
FILIATED GROUP.—Subparagraph (A) shall not 
apply to any transaction if the transferor 
owns stock in the transferee meeting the re-
quirements of section 1504(a)(2). In the case 
of property to which subparagraph (A) does 
not apply by reason of the preceding sen-
tence, the transferor’s basis in the stock re-
ceived for such property shall not exceed its 
fair market value immediately after the 
transfer.’’ 

(b) COMPARABLE TREATMENT WHERE LIQ-
UIDATION.—Paragraph (1) of section 334(b) (re-
lating to liquidation of subsidiary) is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If property is received by 
a corporate distributee in a distribution in a 
complete liquidation to which section 332 ap-
plies (or in a transfer described in section 
337(b)(1)), the basis of such property in the 
hands of such distributee shall be the same 
as it would be in the hands of the transferor; 
except that the basis of such property in the 
hands of such distributee shall be the fair 
market value of the property at the time of 
the distribution—

‘‘(A) in any case in which gain or loss is 
recognized by the liquidating corporation 
with respect to such property, or 

‘‘(B) in any case in which the liquidating 
corporation is a foreign corporation, the cor-
porate distributee is a domestic corporation, 
and the corporate distributee’s aggregate ad-
justed bases of property described in section 
362(e)(1)(B) which is distributed in such liq-
uidation would (but for this subparagraph) 
exceed the fair market value of such prop-
erty immediately after such liquidation.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to trans-
actions after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 332. DISALLOWANCE OF CERTAIN PARTNER-

SHIP LOSS TRANSFERS. 
(a) TREATMENT OF CONTRIBUTED PROPERTY 

WITH BUILT-IN LOSS.—Paragraph (1) of sec-
tion 704(c) is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end of subparagraph (A), by striking the 
period at the end of subparagraph (B) and in-
serting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(C) if any property so contributed has a 
built-in loss—

‘‘(i) such built-in loss shall be taken into 
account only in determining the amount of 
items allocated to the contributing partner, 
and 

‘‘(ii) except as provided in regulations, in 
determining the amount of items allocated 
to other partners, the basis of the contrib-
uted property in the hands of the partnership 
shall be treated as being equal to its fair 
market value immediately after the con-
tribution.

For purposes of subparagraph (C), the term 
‘built-in loss’ means the excess of the ad-
justed basis of the property (determined 
without regard to subparagraph (C)(ii)) over 
its fair market value immediately after the 
contribution.’’

(b) ADJUSTMENT TO BASIS OF PARTNERSHIP 
PROPERTY ON TRANSFER OF PARTNERSHIP IN-
TEREST IF THERE IS SUBSTANTIAL BUILT-IN 
LOSS.—

(1) ADJUSTMENT REQUIRED.—Subsection (a) 
of section 743 (relating to optional adjust-

ment to basis of partnership property) is 
amended by inserting before the period ‘‘or 
unless the partnership has a substantial 
built-in loss immediately after such trans-
fer’’. 

(2) ADJUSTMENT.—Subsection (b) of section 
743 is amended by inserting ‘‘or with respect 
to which there is a substantial built-in loss 
immediately after such transfer’’ after ‘‘sec-
tion 754 is in effect’’. 

(3) SUBSTANTIAL BUILT-IN LOSS.—Section 
743 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) SUBSTANTIAL BUILT-IN LOSS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, a partnership has a substantial built-in 
loss with respect to a transfer of an interest 
in a partnership if the transferee partner’s 
proportionate share of the adjusted basis of 
the partnership property exceeds by more 
than $250,000 the basis of such partner’s in-
terest in the partnership. 

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be appro-
priate to carry out the purposes of paragraph 
(1) and section 734(d), including regulations 
aggregating related partnerships and dis-
regarding property acquired by the partner-
ship in an attempt to avoid such purposes.’’

(4) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(A) The section heading for section 743 is 

amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 743. ADJUSTMENT TO BASIS OF PARTNER-

SHIP PROPERTY WHERE SECTION 
754 ELECTION OR SUBSTANTIAL 
BUILT-IN LOSS.’’

(B) The table of sections for subpart C of 
part II of subchapter K of chapter 1 is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 743 and inserting the following new 
item:

‘‘Sec. 743. Adjustment to basis of partnership 
property where section 754 elec-
tion or substantial built-in 
loss.’’

(c) ADJUSTMENT TO BASIS OF UNDISTRIB-
UTED PARTNERSHIP PROPERTY IF THERE IS 
SUBSTANTIAL BASIS REDUCTION.—

(1) ADJUSTMENT REQUIRED.—Subsection (a) 
of section 734 (relating to optional adjust-
ment to basis of undistributed partnership 
property) is amended by inserting before the 
period ‘‘or unless there is a substantial basis 
reduction’’. 

(2) ADJUSTMENT.—Subsection (b) of section 
734 is amended by inserting ‘‘or unless there 
is a substantial basis reduction’’ after ‘‘sec-
tion 754 is in effect’’. 

(3) SUBSTANTIAL BASIS REDUCTION.—Section 
734 is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) SUBSTANTIAL BASIS REDUCTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this sec-

tion, there is a substantial basis reduction 
with respect to a distribution if the sum of 
the amounts described in subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of subsection (b)(2) exceeds $250,000. 

‘‘(2) REGULATIONS.—
‘‘For regulations to carry out this sub-

section, see section 743(d)(2).’’
(4) CLERICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(A) The section heading for section 734 is 

amended to read as follows: 
‘‘SEC. 734. ADJUSTMENT TO BASIS OF UNDISTRIB-

UTED PARTNERSHIP PROPERTY 
WHERE SECTION 754 ELECTION OR 
SUBSTANTIAL BASIS REDUCTION.’’

(B) The table of sections for subpart B of 
part II of subchapter K of chapter 1 is 
amended by striking the item relating to 
section 734 and inserting the following new 
item:

‘‘Sec. 734. Adjustment to basis of undistrib-
uted partnership property 
where section 754 election or 
substantial basis reduction.’’

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) SUBSECTION (a).—The amendment made 

by subsection (a) shall apply to contribu-
tions made after the date of the enactment 
of this Act. 

(2) SUBSECTION (b).—The amendments made 
by subsection (b) shall apply to transfers 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 

(3) SUBSECTION (c).—The amendments made 
by subsection (c) shall apply to distributions 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 333. NO REDUCTION OF BASIS UNDER SEC-

TION 734 IN STOCK HELD BY PART-
NERSHIP IN CORPORATE PARTNER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 755 is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(c) NO ALLOCATION OF BASIS DECREASE TO 
STOCK OF CORPORATE PARTNER.—In making 
an allocation under subsection (a) of any de-
crease in the adjusted basis of partnership 
property under section 734(b)—

‘‘(1) no allocation may be made to stock in 
a corporation which is a partner in the part-
nership, and 

‘‘(2) any amount not allocable to stock by 
reason of paragraph (1) shall be allocated 
under subsection (a) to other partnership 
property.

Gain shall be recognized to the partnership 
to the extent that the amount required to be 
allocated under paragraph (2) to other part-
nership property exceeds the aggregate ad-
justed basis of such other property imme-
diately before the allocation required by 
paragraph (2).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to distribu-
tions after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 334. REPEAL OF SPECIAL RULES FOR 

FASITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part V of subchapter M of 
chapter 1 (relating to financial asset 
securitization investment trusts) is hereby 
repealed. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (6) of section 56(g) is amend-

ed by striking ‘‘REMIC, or FASIT’’ and in-
serting ‘‘or REMIC’’. 

(2) Clause (ii) of section 382(l)(4)(B) is 
amended by striking ‘‘a REMIC to which 
part IV of subchapter M applies, or a FASIT 
to which part V of subchapter M applies,’’ 
and inserting ‘‘or a REMIC to which part IV 
of subchapter M applies,’’. 

(3) Paragraph (1) of section 582(c) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘, and any regular interest in 
a FASIT,’’. 

(4) Subparagraph (E) of section 856(c)(5) is 
amended by striking the last sentence. 

(5) Paragraph (5) of section 860G(a) is 
amended by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (B), by striking ‘‘, and’’ at the end 
of subparagraph (C) and inserting a period, 
and by striking subparagraph (D). 

(6) Subparagraph (C) of section 1202(e)(4) is 
amended by striking ‘‘REMIC, or FASIT’’ 
and inserting ‘‘or REMIC’’. 

(7) Subparagraph (C) of section 7701(a)(19) 
is amended by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
clause (ix), by striking ‘‘, and’’ at the end of 
clause (x) and inserting a period, and by 
striking clause (xi). 

(8) The table of parts for subchapter M of 
chapter 1 is amended by striking the item re-
lating to part V. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to taxable years begin-
ning after December 31, 2003. 

(2) EXCEPTION FOR EXISTING FASITS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1) shall not 

apply to any FASIT in existence on the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 
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(B) TRANSFER OF ADDITIONAL ASSETS NOT 

PERMITTED.—Except as provided in regula-
tions prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury or the Secretary’s delegate, sub-
paragraph (A) shall cease to apply as of the 
earliest date after the date of the enactment 
of this Act that any property is transferred 
to the FASIT. 
SEC. 335. EXPANDED DISALLOWANCE OF DEDUC-

TION FOR INTEREST ON CONVERT-
IBLE DEBT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section 
163(l) is amended by striking ‘‘or a related 
party’’ and inserting ‘‘or equity held by the 
issuer (or any related party) in any other 
person’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(3) of section 163(l) is amended by striking 
‘‘or a related party’’ in the material pre-
ceding subparagraph (A) and inserting ‘‘or 
any other person’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to debt in-
struments issued after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 
SEC. 336. EXPANDED AUTHORITY TO DISALLOW 

TAX BENEFITS UNDER SECTION 269. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 

269 (relating to acquisitions made to evade or 
avoid income tax) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If—
‘‘(1)(A) any person acquires stock in a cor-

poration, or 
‘‘(B) any corporation acquires, directly or 

indirectly, property of another corporation 
and the basis of such property, in the hands 
of the acquiring corporation, is determined 
by reference to the basis in the hands of the 
transferor corporation, and 

‘‘(2) the principal purpose for which such 
acquisition was made is evasion or avoidance 
of Federal income tax by securing the ben-
efit of a deduction, credit, or other allow-
ance,
then the Secretary may disallow such deduc-
tion, credit, or other allowance.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to stock and 
property acquired after February 13, 2003. 
SEC. 337. MODIFICATIONS OF CERTAIN RULES 

RELATING TO CONTROLLED FOR-
EIGN CORPORATIONS. 

(a) LIMITATION ON EXCEPTION FROM PFIC 
RULES FOR UNITED STATES SHAREHOLDERS OF 
CONTROLLED FOREIGN CORPORATIONS.—Para-
graph (2) of section 1297(e) (relating to pas-
sive investment company) is amended by 
adding at the end the following flush sen-
tence:

‘‘Such term shall not include any period if 
there is only a remote likelihood of an inclu-
sion in gross income under section 
951(a)(1)(A)(i) of subpart F income of such 
corporation for such period.’’

(b) DETERMINATION OF PRO RATA SHARE OF 
SUBPART F INCOME.—Subsection (a) of sec-
tion 951 (relating to amounts included in 
gross income of United States shareholders) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULES FOR DETERMINING PRO 
RATA SHARE OF SUBPART F INCOME.—The pro 
rata share under paragraph (2) shall be deter-
mined by disregarding—

‘‘(A) any rights lacking substantial eco-
nomic effect, and 

‘‘(B) stock owned by a shareholder who is a 
tax-indifferent party (as defined in section 
7701(m)(3)) if the amount which would (but 
for this paragraph) be allocated to such 
shareholder does not reflect such share-
holder’s economic share of the earnings and 
profits of the corporation.’’

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years on controlled foreign corporation be-

ginning after February 13, 2003, and to tax-
able years of United States shareholder in 
which or with which such taxable years of 
controlled foreign corporations end. 
SEC. 338. BASIS FOR DETERMINING LOSS ALWAYS 

REDUCED BY NONTAXED PORTION 
OF DIVIDENDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1059 (relating to 
corporate shareholder’s basis in stock re-
duced by nontaxed portion of extraordinary 
dividends) is amended by redesignating sub-
section (g) as subsection (h) and by inserting 
after subsection (f) the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(g) BASIS FOR DETERMINING LOSS ALWAYS 
REDUCED BY NONTAXED PORTION OF DIVI-
DENDS.—The basis of stock in a corporation 
(for purposes of determining loss) shall be re-
duced by the nontaxed portion of any divi-
dend received with respect to such stock if 
this section does not otherwise apply to such 
dividend.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to dividends 
received after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 339. AFFIRMATION OF CONSOLIDATED RE-

TURN REGULATION AUTHORITY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1502 (relating to 

consolidated return regulations) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘In prescribing such regulations, the 
Secretary may prescribe rules applicable to 
corporations filing consolidated returns 
under section 1501 that are different from 
other provisions of this title that would 
apply if such corporations filed separate re-
turns.’’

(b) RESULT NOT OVERTURNED.—Notwith-
standing subsection (a), the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 shall be construed by treat-
ing Treasury regulation § 1.1502–20(c)(1)(iii) 
(as in effect on January 1, 2001) as being in-
applicable to the type of factual situation in 
255 F.3d 1357 (Fed. Cir. 2001). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning before, on, or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act. 
Subtitle C—Prevention of Corporate Expa-
triation To Avoid United States Income Tax

SEC. 341. PREVENTION OF CORPORATE EXPA-
TRIATION TO AVOID UNITED STATES 
INCOME TAX. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section 
7701(a) (defining domestic) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(4) DOMESTIC.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), the term ‘domestic’ when 
applied to a corporation or partnership 
means created or organized in the United 
States or under the law of the United States 
or of any State unless, in the case of a part-
nership, the Secretary provides otherwise by 
regulations. 

‘‘(B) CERTAIN CORPORATIONS TREATED AS DO-
MESTIC.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The acquiring corpora-
tion in a corporate expatriation transaction 
shall be treated as a domestic corporation. 

‘‘(ii) CORPORATE EXPATRIATION TRANS-
ACTION.—For purposes of this subparagraph, 
the term ‘corporate expatriation trans-
action’ means any transaction if—

‘‘(I) a nominally foreign corporation (re-
ferred to in this subparagraph as the ‘acquir-
ing corporation’) acquires, as a result of such 
transaction, directly or indirectly substan-
tially all of the properties held directly or 
indirectly by a domestic corporation, and 

‘‘(II) immediately after the transaction, 
more than 80 percent of the stock (by vote or 
value) of the acquiring corporation is held by 
former shareholders of the domestic corpora-
tion by reason of holding stock in the domes-
tic corporation. 

‘‘(iii) LOWER STOCK OWNERSHIP REQUIRE-
MENT IN CERTAIN CASES.—Subclause (II) of 
clause (ii) shall be applied by substituting ‘50 
percent’ for ‘80 percent’ with respect to any 
nominally foreign corporation if—

‘‘(I) such corporation does not have sub-
stantial business activities (when compared 
to the total business activities of the ex-
panded affiliated group) in the foreign coun-
try in which or under the law of which the 
corporation is created or organized, and 

‘‘(II) the stock of the corporation is pub-
licly traded and the principal market for the 
public trading of such stock is in the United 
States. 

‘‘(iv) PARTNERSHIP TRANSACTIONS.—The 
term ‘corporate expatriation transaction’ in-
cludes any transaction if—

‘‘(I) a nominally foreign corporation (re-
ferred to in this subparagraph as the ‘acquir-
ing corporation’) acquires, as a result of such 
transaction, directly or indirectly properties 
constituting a trade or business of a domes-
tic partnership, 

‘‘(II) immediately after the transaction, 
more than 80 percent of the stock (by vote or 
value) of the acquiring corporation is held by 
former partners of the domestic partnership 
or related foreign partnerships (determined 
without regard to stock of the acquiring cor-
poration which is sold in a public offering re-
lated to the transaction), and 

‘‘(III) the acquiring corporation meets the 
requirements of subclauses (I) and (II) of 
clause (iii). 

‘‘(v) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this 
subparagraph—

‘‘(I) a series of related transactions shall be 
treated as 1 transaction, and 

‘‘(II) stock held by members of the ex-
panded affiliated group which includes the 
acquiring corporation shall not be taken into 
account in determining ownership. 

‘‘(vi) OTHER DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of 
this subparagraph—

‘‘(I) NOMINALLY FOREIGN CORPORATION.—
The term ‘nominally foreign corporation’ 
means any corporation which would (but for 
this subparagraph) be treated as a foreign 
corporation. 

‘‘(II) EXPANDED AFFILIATED GROUP.—The 
term ‘expanded affiliated group’ means an 
affiliated group (as defined in section 1504(a) 
without regard to section 1504(b)). 

‘‘(III) RELATED FOREIGN PARTNERSHIP.—A 
foreign partnership is related to a domestic 
partnership if they are under common con-
trol (within the meaning of section 482), or 
they shared the same trademark or 
tradename.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendment made by 

this section shall apply to corporate expa-
triation transactions completed after Sep-
tember 11, 2001. 

(2) SPECIAL RULE.—The amendment made 
by this section shall also apply to corporate 
expatriation transactions completed on or 
before September 11, 2001, but only with re-
spect to taxable years of the acquiring cor-
poration beginning after December 31, 2003. 
Subtitle D—Inclusion in Gross Income of 

Funded Deferred Compensation of Cor-
porate Insiders 

SEC. 351. INCLUSION IN GROSS INCOME OF FUND-
ED DEFERRED COMPENSATION OF 
CORPORATE INSIDERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part I of 
subchapter D of chapter 1 is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 409A. INCLUSION IN GROSS INCOME OF 

FUNDED DEFERRED COMPENSATION 
OF CORPORATE INSIDERS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If an employer main-
tains a funded deferred compensation plan—

‘‘(1) compensation of any disqualified indi-
vidual which is deferred under such funded 
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deferred compensation plan shall be included 
in the gross income of the disqualified indi-
vidual or beneficiary for the 1st taxable year 
in which there is no substantial risk of for-
feiture of the rights to such compensation, 
and 

‘‘(2) the tax treatment of any amount made 
available under the plan to a disqualified in-
dividual or beneficiary shall be determined 
under section 72 (relating to annuities, etc.). 

‘‘(b) FUNDED DEFERRED COMPENSATION 
PLAN.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘funded de-
ferred compensation plan’ means any plan 
providing for the deferral of compensation 
unless—

‘‘(A) the employee’s rights to the com-
pensation deferred under the plan are no 
greater than the rights of a general creditor 
of the employer, and 

‘‘(B) all amounts set aside (directly or indi-
rectly) for purposes of paying the deferred 
compensation, and all income attributable 
to such amounts, remain (until made avail-
able to the participant or other beneficiary) 
solely the property of the employer (without 
being restricted to the provision of benefits 
under the plan), and 

‘‘(C) the amounts referred to in subpara-
graph (B) are available to satisfy the claims 
of the employer’s general creditors at all 
times (not merely after bankruptcy or insol-
vency).

Such term shall not include a qualified em-
ployer plan. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) EMPLOYEE’S RIGHTS.—A plan shall be 

treated as failing to meet the requirements 
of paragraph (1)(A) unless—

‘‘(i) the compensation deferred under the 
plan is payable only upon separation from 
service, death, or at a specified time (or pur-
suant to a fixed schedule), and 

‘‘(ii) the plan does not permit the accelera-
tion of the time such deferred compensation 
is payable by reason of any event.

If the employer and employee agree to a 
modification of the plan that accelerates the 
time for payment of any deferred compensa-
tion, then all compensation previously de-
ferred under the plan shall be includible in 
gross income for the taxable year during 
which such modification takes effect and the 
taxpayer shall pay interest at the under-
payment rate on the underpayments that 
would have occurred had the deferred com-
pensation been includible in gross income on 
the earliest date that there is no substantial 
risk of forfeiture of the rights to such com-
pensation. 

‘‘(B) CREDITOR’S RIGHTS.—A plan shall be 
treated as failing to meet the requirements 
of paragraph (1)(B) with respect to amounts 
set aside in a trust unless—

‘‘(i) the employee has no beneficial interest 
in the trust, 

‘‘(ii) assets in the trust are available to 
satisfy claims of general creditors at all 
times (not merely after bankruptcy or insol-
vency), and 

‘‘(iii) there is no factor that would make it 
more difficult for general creditors to reach 
the assets in the trust than it would be if the 
trust assets were held directly by the em-
ployer in the United States.

Except as provided in regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary, such a factor shall include 
the location of the trust outside the United 
States. 

‘‘(c) DISQUALIFIED INDIVIDUAL.—For pur-
poses of this section, the term ‘disqualified 
individual’ means, with respect to a corpora-
tion, any individual—

‘‘(1) who is subject to the requirements of 
section 16(a) of the Securities Exchange Act 
of 1934 with respect to such corporation, or 

‘‘(2) who would be subject to such require-
ments if such corporation were an issuer of 
equity securities referred to in such section. 

‘‘(d) OTHER DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL 
RULES.—For purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED EMPLOYER PLAN.—The term 
‘qualified employer plan’ means—

‘‘(A) any plan, contract, pension, account, 
or trust described in subparagraph (A) or (B) 
of section 219(g)(5), and 

‘‘(B) any other plan of an organization ex-
empt from tax under subtitle A. 

‘‘(2) PLAN INCLUDES ARRANGEMENTS, ETC.—
The term ‘plan’ includes any agreement or 
arrangement. 

‘‘(3) SUBSTANTIAL RISK OF FORFEITURE.—
The rights of a person to compensation are 
subject to a substantial risk of forfeiture if 
such person’s rights to such compensation 
are conditioned upon the future performance 
of substantial services by any individual. 

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF EARNINGS.—Except for 
purposes of subsection (a)(1) and the last sen-
tence of (b)(2)(A), references to deferred com-
pensation shall be treated as including ref-
erences to income attributable to such com-
pensation or such income.’’

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for such subpart A is amended by 
adding at the end the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 409A. Inclusion in gross income of 
funded deferred compensation 
of corporate insiders.’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to amounts 
deferred after July 10, 2002.

Mr. THOMAS (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion to recommit be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. The Clerk will continue 
to read. 

The Clerk continued the reading of 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. THOMAS (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the motion to recommit be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I object. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objec-

tion is heard. The Clerk will continue 
to read. 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that our substitute 
be made in order.

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I make a 

point of order. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state his point of order. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, the point 

of order is that the substitute was not 
made in order under the rule. There-
fore, it is not germane. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk must first continue reading the 
motion to recommit. 

The Clerk continued the reading of 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. RANGEL (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the remainder of the motion to re-
commit be considered as read and 

printed in the RECORD. That concludes 
the references to the table of contents 
of this substitute bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection.
POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I make a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his point of order. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, as is 
made imminently clear by the reading 
of the table of contents, the motion to 
recommit is not germane. It is in viola-
tion of clause 7 of rule XVI of the 
House because the motion to recommit 
relates to subject matter not contained 
in the underlying bill. The underlying 
bill only relates to reducing income 
taxation. Therefore, the amendment is 
not germane and, therefore, is out of 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Do other 
Members wish to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from California said yesterday 
that he wanted an equality in the rule 
that was before this House. He said 
that he would not be supporting any-
thing that would not allow us to be 
heard, and that he would also not ask 
for points of order to be waived on the 
majority’s bill. 

It seems to me that if what they are 
saying is true, that this is supposed to 
be a jobs bill, how can anyone in this 
country, anyone in this Congress, say 
that giving some assistance to the mil-
lions of people that have lost their jobs 
during this administration, that giving 
some relief, giving some unemploy-
ment compensation, is out of order and 
not relevant?

b 1330 

How can we say that the working 
people who do not see any of the bene-
fits of this tax cut, when we are talk-
ing about giving them benefits, giving 
them the opportunity to buy, to pur-
chase, and to stimulate the economy, 
how can we say that it is not relevant? 
How can we say that Medicaid and giv-
ing assistance to our States that are in 
economic dire need, what kind of rule 
could they come up with, call it fair, 
call it equitable, and not give us a 
chance to express ourselves? 

I suggest to my colleagues that what 
we are trying to do is to have an alter-
native. That is not the Republican 
way, that is not the Democratic way, 
that is the American way, that we be 
allowed to be heard. 

Mr. Speaker, we made an appeal to 
the Committee on Rules. The chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
admitted this morning that he asked to 
have the same type of treatment for us 
as they were asking for themselves. 
True, he said, he was not going to ask 
for a waiver of the rules; but that is 
not the case. Somehow, between a nod 
and a blink, he got a waiver of the 
rules. We picked out five violations of 
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the budget; and yet they say that they 
got a waiver of the rules that we con-
trol ourselves by. 

So the only thing I am saying is this: 
they have got the votes. They have 
held this bill until they can get the 
votes. They have kept every Repub-
lican’s foot to the fire in order to give 
tax relief for the richest people in the 
United States of America. We are not 
asking to win; we are merely asking to 
be heard. We are asking for the oppor-
tunity, using the same rules that they 
have had for themselves, for ourselves. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that you allow 
this substitute to be heard, to be ar-
gued, and to be voted on. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The Chair is prepared to rule 
on the point of germaneness. 

The gentleman from California 
makes a point of order that the motion 
to recommit is not germane. 

The motion to recommit instructs 
the Committee on Ways and Means to 
report forthwith the bill to the House 
with an amendment that provides, in 
pertinent part, for an extension of un-
employment benefits under the Tem-
porary Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 2002. 

The bill, H.R. 2, amends the Internal 
Revenue Code to provide various eco-
nomic growth incentives. The changes 
to the Code proposed by the bill are 
confined to the revenue jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Clause 7 of rule 16 provides that no 
proposition on a ‘‘subject different 
from that under consideration shall be 
admitted under the color of amend-
ment.’’ As recorded on page 678 of the 
House Rules and Manual, a general 
principle of the germaneness rule is 
that an amendment must relate to the 
subject matter under consideration. 
The amendment proposed in the mo-
tion to recommit would, in pertinent 
part, extend unemployment insurance 
benefits, a matter not addressed by the 
underlying bill and falling outside the 
revenue jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

Accordingly, the motion is not ger-
mane and the point of order is sus-
tained.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, with all 
due respect, in view of the inequities 
that exist in bringing this bill to the 
floor, I respectfully appeal the ruling 
of the Chair. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is, Shall the decision of the 
Chair stand as the judgment of the 
House? 

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR THOMAS 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, the real 
American way is to play by the rules. I 
move to lay the appeal on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is the motion offered by the 
gentleman from California (Mr. THOM-
AS) that the appeal of the ruling of the 
Chair be laid on the table. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 222, noes 202, 
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 180] 

AYES—222

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Collins 
Cox 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 

Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Janklow 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 

Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—202

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 

Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 

Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Clay 

Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 

Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 

Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—11 

Boyd 
Clyburn 
Cole 
Combest 

Conyers 
Feeney 
Gephardt 
King (IA) 

Miller, Gary 
Northup 
Schrock

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

SIMPSON) (during the vote). The Chair 
would advise Members that 2 minutes 
remain in this vote. 

b 1351 

Ms. WOOLSEY and Mr. DOGGETT 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the decision of the Chair stands as 
the judgment of the House. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. MOORE 
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion to recommit. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. MOORE. Yes, I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. MOORE moves to recommit the 

bill, H.R. 2, to the Committee on Ways 
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and Means with instructions to 
promptly report the same back to the 
House with an amendment that pro-
vides that the bill’s provisions will not 
take effect until the Federal budget is 
in balance.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. MOORE) is recognized for 5 
minutes in support of his motion. 

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I urge the 
Members of this body to vote for the 
motion to recommit. This is not a par-
tisan issue to me. In fact, 2 years ago, 
Mr. Speaker, I voted for the President’s 
tax cut. But that was then and this is 
now. Two years ago we had a projected 
surplus of $5.6 trillion. Now we have a 
projected deficit of $400 billion. That 
was then and this is now. 

Deficits do matter. At one time or 
another all of us in this Chamber have 
said that deficits do matter, that debt 
does matter. We had then, 2 years ago, 
a $5.7 trillion debt. Now we have a $6.4 
trillion debt. The debt tax, the debt 
tax, not the death tax, Mr. Speaker, 
the debt tax is $1 billion a day. And 
this bill, if it is passed, will increase 
the debt tax and the party that is sup-
porting this bill will increase taxes to 
every taxpayer in this country in the 
future if this bill passes. They want to 
raise that tax and I think that we 
should not do that, Mr. Speaker. 

They want to borrow money to pay 
for a tax cut now and pass the bill for 
that tax cut to our children and our 
grandchildren. That is the wrong thing 
to do. It is outrageous. It is selfish and 
we should vote that down. I urge the 
Members of this Congress to vote for 
the motion to recommit. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM). 

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, Janu-
ary 26, 1995, I joined with the 135 re-
maining Members on this side of the 
aisle to pass a balanced budget con-
stitutional amendment. It is one of the 
happier days of my now 24 years in this 
House of Representatives. One of the 
saddest days was watching it be de-
feated by one vote on the floor of the 
Senate. Had the Senate voted for the 
balanced budget constitutional amend-
ment, this bill could not be on the floor 
today, could not be on the floor today. 
But it is on the floor today. 

Suddenly deficits do not matter. Bal-
ancing the budget does not matter. It 
is all on the myth and projections that 
we have heard over and over and over 
again, not only by this bill today, but 
also the one in 2001 and 2002. And the 
facts will speak for themselves. 

I rise today in this motion to recom-
mit and urge the 135 of you still here, 
including the Speaker, the majority 
leader, and all of the leaders on this 
side who will bring a constitutional 
amendment back to the floor by the 
first of July, I ask a simple question: 
How can you support this bill and at 
the same time say you believe that fis-
cal responsibility and balancing the 
budget matters? 

Deficits no longer matter, Mr. Speak-
er. They matter to me. I am just as 

consistent today in my vote no on final 
passage and yes on this as I was when 
I joined with you regarding the serious-
ness of balancing the budget. And to 
those that argue that this is a growth 
package, your own economics do not 
support that this will be paid for. You 
will have to borrow not just the $550 
billion but the 240 in interest to pay for 
this. But you are perfectly willing to 
do it. 

I heard a moment ago the Speaker 
talking about debt and talking about 
how we want to change the corporate 
behavior. I agree with him, but you 
have got to start with us here right 
now. You cannot just talk about them. 
You have got to talk about us. 

Under your own game plan that you 
are bound and determined to pass and 
take full credit for, and you will de-
serve it, you will deserve it, this coun-
try will owe over $12 trillion at the end 
of this game plan, exactly the time the 
baby boomers begin to retire. And at 
no time have we spent one second try-
ing to deal with the problem of the 
baby boomers in Social Security and 
Medicare in the future. It is all about 
us today. 

Mr. Speaker, if you are consistent in 
believing that balancing the budget 
does matter, I submit to you there is 
no way with a clean conscience you 
cannot vote for this motion to recom-
mit and go back to the drawing board 
and at least give those of us who are 
willing to work for a more sensible eco-
nomic game plan the opportunity to do 
so. Please join me in support of this 
motion to recommit and show that we 
are, in fact, sincere. Or if you are per-
fectly willing to assume the borrow 
and spend Republicans of the future, 
vote with this package today. I am for 
balancing the budget. I am not for bor-
rowing and spending. It is not going to 
be in the best interest of this country 
in the future.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, here we 
go again. This motion does not recom-
mit the bill. It kills tax relief, job cre-
ation, and economic growth, because 
the motion to recommit contains the 
word ‘‘promptly’’ instead of ‘‘forth-
with.’’

Have you heard this before? Do you 
want me to stop? 

Vote no on the motion to recommit.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 

recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 202, noes 218, 
not voting 15, as follows:

[Roll No. 181] 

AYES—202

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Case 
Clay 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Hall 
Harman 

Hastings (FL) 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 

Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—218

Aderholt 
Akin 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 

Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carson (OK) 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 

Chocola 
Coble 
Collins 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
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English 
Everett 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Janklow 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (NY) 

Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 

Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—15 

Boyd 
Cannon 
Clyburn 
Cole 
Combest 

Cox 
Dunn 
Feeney 
Fossella 
Gephardt 

King (IA) 
LaHood 
Miller, Gary 
Northup 
Schrock

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON) (during the vote). The Chair 
would announce that less than 2 min-
utes remain in this vote.

b 1415 

Mr. HOEFFEL changed his vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.

Stated against:
Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

181, I was inadvertently detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the pas-
sage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 222, noes 203, 
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 182] 

AYES—222

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Ballenger 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burr 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Collins 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
DeMint 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ferguson 
Flake 
Fletcher 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Greenwood 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastert 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Isakson 
Issa 
Istook 
Janklow 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Manzullo 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nethercutt 
Ney 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Ose 

Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauzin 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Toomey 
Turner (OH) 
Upton 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—203

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 

Brown (OH) 
Brown, Corrine 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carson (OK) 
Case 
Castle 
Clay 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 

Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Deutsch 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 

Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Gephardt 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green (TX) 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hoeffel 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick 
Kind 
Kleczka 
Kucinich 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 

Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Majette 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Rodriguez 
Ross 

Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sanchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Sandlin 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—10 

Boyd 
Clyburn 
Cole 
Combest 

Feeney 
King (IA) 
LaHood 
Miller, Gary 

Northup 
Schrock

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON) (during the vote). Members 
are advised that 2 minutes remain in 
this vote. 

b 1431 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The title of the bill was amended so 

as to read: ‘‘A bill to provide for rec-
onciliation pursuant to section 201 of 
the concurrent resolution on the budg-
et for fiscal year 2004’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
include extraneous material on the 
subject of H.R. 2, the bill just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY COMMITTEE 

ON RULES REGARDING AMEND-
MENTS TO H.R. 1527, NATIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION SAFETY 
BOARD REAUTHORIZATION ACT 
OF 2003 

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
mittee on Rules may meet the week of 
May 12 to grant a rule for the consider-
ation of H.R. 1527, the National Trans-
portation Safety Board Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 2003, which may require 
that amendments be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD prior to their 
consideration on the floor. The Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure ordered the bill reported on 
April 9, 2003, and filed its report in the 
House on May 1, 2003. 

Members should draft their amend-
ments to the text of the bill as re-
ported by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. Members 
should use the Office of Legislative 
Counsel to ensure that their amend-
ments are drafted in the most appro-
priate format. Members are also ad-
vised to check with the Office of the 
Parliamentarian to be certain their 
amendments comply with the rules of 
the House. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the distinguished majority leader for 
the purpose of inquiring about the 
schedule for the following week.

Mr. DELAY. I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will convene 
on Tuesday at 12:30 p.m. for morning 
hour and 2 p.m. for legislative business. 
We will consider several measures 
under suspension of the rules. A final 
list of those bills will be sent to Mem-
bers’ offices by the end of this week. 
Any votes called on these measures 
will be rolled until 6:30 p.m. on Tues-
day. 

On Wednesday, we expect to consider 
additional bills under suspension of the 
rules, as well as H.R. 1000, the Pension 
Security Act of 2003. 

On Thursday, we plan to take up H.R. 
1527, the National Transportation Safe-
ty Board reauthorization. 

Finally, I would like to note for all 
Members that we are making a change 
to the schedule that we sent to all the 
offices at the beginning of the year. We 
do not plan to have votes next Friday, 
May 16. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the majority 
leader for giving us that information. I 
know Members are pleased to hear 
about Friday, the 16th. 

Mr. Leader, the pension bill to which 
you referred, will this bill that is 
brought to the floor be a product of the 
Committee on Education and the 

Workforce or will it be a joint product 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
and that committee? 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, it is my understanding 
that the pension bill will be a joint 
product from the Committee on Ways 
and Means and the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Leader, as you know, there was 

great consternation and concern on our 
side of the aisle about how this massive 
tax bill was considered today, not only 
in terms of the fact that we did not get 
to offer a substitute but also in terms 
of the very abbreviated time that such 
a major piece, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. ENGLISH) referred to 
it as the most important bill that we 
might consider during this session of 
the Congress, was given 1 hour of gen-
eral debate. 

Given that, can you give any assur-
ances that when the pension bill comes 
to the floor that we will be given an op-
portunity to offer a substitute and that 
sufficient time to discuss such a major 
piece of legislation will be allotted? 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. DELAY. I appreciate my friend 

yielding. Obviously we will work with 
you to do whatever we can to allow the 
minority side to have a substitute that 
is germane to the bill. We think it is 
important that you be allowed to de-
bate these issues and have an alter-
native if you choose to offer one. The 
gentleman is correct, the pension bill 
is a very important bill and should 
have enough time to be fully discussed 
by this House. 

Mr. HOYER. Reclaiming my time, I 
appreciate the gentleman’s observation 
that he would like to work with us in 
trying to get there. 

What impediments would you see to 
us having a substitute to the pension 
bill that is offered? 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
continue to yield, I am not advised nor 
do I contemplate any impediment 
whatsoever, particularly on a pension 
bill. As the gentleman knows, on a bill 
that comes from the Committee on 
Ways and Means, particularly when it 
deals with the Tax Code, it is always 
and has always been a closely held bill 
because any amendment or any sub-
stitute has long-ranging implications 
and consequences. And so the Ways and 
Means bills have always been held. In 
the case of a pension bill, it is pretty 
straightforward. If the minority has a 
substitute that is germane to the bill, 
certainly we will give it every consid-
eration. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. Leader, there has been a lot of 

discussion about the partial-birth abor-
tion bill. It is not on the schedule for 
next week, as I understand it. Do you 
have any idea when this might come 
up? In particular, do you expect it to 
come up before the Memorial Day 
break? I yield to my friend. 

Mr. DELAY. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. As the distinguished mi-

nority whip is probably aware, the Sen-
ate passed this very important legisla-
tion before the Easter break. The Com-
mittee on the Judiciary has marked up 
the bill. But the calendar being as full 
as it is before the Memorial Day break, 
I really cannot see where we can get it 
to the floor before early summer, some-
time probably in June. 

Mr. HOYER. With respect to Medi-
care prescription drugs, Mr. Leader, we 
are hearing that this bill may be com-
ing to the floor very soon. Can you tell 
us when we might expect this bill on 
the floor and again will that be on the 
floor before the Memorial Day recess? 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, now that the budget res-
olution has been adopted and we have 
set aside funds for modernizing the 
Medicare program and add a prescrip-
tion drug benefit, the Committee on 
Ways and Means and the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce are working 
very hard to craft a legislative pro-
posal. As the gentleman is very aware 
and everyone in this House is aware, 
this is a very difficult issue and it 
takes a long time to bring parties to-
gether. We hope to consider this legis-
lation in the coming weeks, but we 
really do not have a feel right now as 
to when we can bring it up. It is dif-
ficult to say whether we can have it be-
fore the Memorial Day break or not. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for that information. 

There is another bill which I under-
stand is pretty controversial but which 
is being worked on. I do not know 
whether the leader might inform us as 
to when we might expect to see this 
bill, and that is the forest management 
bill. Could you give us some informa-
tion on where that bill stands at this 
point in time? 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the healthy forest bill 
that we anticipated to be on this floor 
next week, and we are still working 
hard to do that, ran into a little prob-
lem of jurisdiction. The Committee on 
the Judiciary has yet to mark that bill 
up, or their portion of the bill up. They 
hope to do that next week. If everyone 
would cooperate, we could mark it up 
and get it to the floor by the end of 
next week. If not, then we have every 
intention of scheduling that bill in the 
following week. 

Mr. HOYER. So in any event, your 
expectation would be we would pass, or 
consider it, by the Memorial Day 
break? 

Mr. DELAY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I would hope so, yes. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Leader, I take it 
there are no other items for next week 
other than those which we have ref-
erenced? 

Mr. DELAY. The gentleman is cor-
rect. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the leader for 
the information.
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ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY, MAY 

13, 2003 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 
12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, May 13, 2003, for 
morning hour debates. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON 
WEDNESDAY NEXT 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the business in 
order under the Calendar Wednesday 
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON THURSDAY, 
MAY 15, 2003 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs on Wednesday, May 14, it ad-
journ to meet at 9 a.m. on Thursday, 
May 15, for the purpose of receiving in 
this Chamber former Members of Con-
gress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER TO 
DECLARE A RECESS ON THURS-
DAY, MAY 15, 2002, FOR THE PUR-
POSE OF RECEIVING FORMER 
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that it may be in order 
on Thursday, May 15, for the Speaker 
to declare a recess subject to the call of 
the Chair for the purpose of receiving 
in this Chamber former Members of 
Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 20 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to have my name 
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 20. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Indiana? 

There was no objection. 
f 

COMMUNICATION FROM HON. 
NANCY PELOSI, DEMOCRATIC 
LEADER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from NANCY PELOSI, Demo-
cratic Leader:

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 

Washington, DC, May 9, 2003. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House, 
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to section 
5(a) of the Abraham Lincoln Bicentennial 
Commission Act (36 U.S.C. 101 note), I hereby 
appoint Representative LOUISE SLAUGHTER of 
New York and Representative JESSE JACK-
SON, Jr. of Illinois, to the Abraham Lincoln 
Bicentennial Commission for the 108th Con-
gress. 

Best regards, 
NANCY PELOSI.

f 

b 1445 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. INSLEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. INSLEE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take the Special 
Order time of the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. INSLEE). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

f 

THE EFFECTS OF PASSING H.R. 2, 
JOBS AND GROWTH TAX ACT OF 
2003 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 
today we passed a bill out of here in an 
hour that spent $550 billion worth of 
taxes. The fact that the House of Rep-
resentatives, which is the body charged 
by the Constitution with the responsi-
bility of originating all tax policy in 
this country, that we can deal with a 
bill of that size with 1 hour’s debate is 
an absolute travesty. The Founders of 
this country never considered that a 
bill of that magnitude with those kinds 
of long-range effects would be consid-

ered on the back of galloping horses as 
we run to the airport to catch planes 
all over the country. 

The theory of this bill is that if we 
give back taxes, somehow we will give 
it to people who will then invest it, 
creating jobs that will lead to employ-
ment in this country. We will hear over 
and over and over again we are going 
to create a million jobs, and all this 
kind of stuff. But the fact is that the 
Department of Commerce says that 
today our industries in this country 
are operating at 75 percent capacity. 
That means that they can make 25 per-
cent more of whatever it is they make 
whether it is shirts or tables or fur-
niture or automobiles. They have al-
ready the capacity to produce more 
goods. 

What is not happening is that there 
are people there who have money to 
purchase those things. So the concept 
that we are going to give more to the 
people running the factory and that 
some factory owner is so stupid that he 
has already put out all of whatever he 
can make and thinks he can sell that 
he would now make more, he would get 
more machinery and open up a new 
building and make more automobiles 
or more whatever, it simply does not 
pass the commonsense test. If someone 
runs a bakery and they make 10 loaves 
of bread and their ovens will allow 
them to make 20 loaves of bread, but 
they only sell seven loaves of bread, 
why would they make 20 loaves of 
bread? Why would they hire another 
baker, buy more flour and more yeast 
and make more bread? So this theory 
that suddenly if we give more money to 
the people at the top will magically 
create jobs is absolutely nonsense. 
What is needed, obviously, is for the 
people at the bottom who buy things to 
have more money. 

The bill we just passed out of here in 
an hour gave 80 percent of the benefit 
to people making more than $75,000 a 
year. Now, $75,000 a year is a pretty 
good income. One can do quite a bit 
with $75,000 a year. But do all the peo-
ple above it need more? Do they need 
to take 80 percent of the benefit and 20 
percent goes to the people below? If one 
is a millionaire under that bill, they 
will get $105,000 tax refund, $105,000. 
What will these people on the bottom 
get? $325. 

Most people buy what they can af-
ford, and if they have a small income, 
they sometimes cannot afford things so 
they do not buy them. When they have 
got a big income, they can do whatever 
they want. But this bill says these peo-
ple over here with all the money, we 
are going to give them more, and these 
people over here, we are going to give 
them $325. 

There are many ways we could have 
written this bill. I had a proposal to 
give a payroll tax holiday. There were 
other proposals that were out here. But 
the point is that we needed a bill that 
was fair, that gave the money to the 
people at the bottom. I was prepared to 
give a $1,400 amount to everybody in 
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the whole society because everybody 
pays the payroll tax. Everybody pays 
Social Security. Everybody pays Medi-
care, and if we gave that back to people 
on the first $20,000 of their income, the 
people on the bottom would get about 
$1,500 in refund. They could spend it to 
buy an extra shirt, to take their family 
to dinner, to do many of the things 
that would keep the small businesses 
open that are now closing because no-
body can come and buy dinner for their 
family. They have to stay at home and 
live within a tight budget. But the 
leadership of this House for some rea-
son did not want us to deal with that. 
They would not let us deal with unem-
ployment. None of the people at the 
bottom got anything. That is a sad day 
for this House.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. PENCE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MIKE PENCE addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take my 
Special Order at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

f 

TAX CUTS AND VETERANS 
BENEFITS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, we 
have just voted on a large tax cut bill 
in this House, but I think it is impor-
tant for the American people to under-
stand how our fiscal irresponsibility is 
affecting other aspects of our society. I 
think it is important for the American 
people to know that the budget the 
President sent to this House originally 
and which was passed by this Chamber 
cut mandatory and discretionary 
spending for veterans programs by $28.3 
billion. It is hard to believe that at a 
time when our President was asking 
America’s young men and women to go 
to Iraq and to fight and in many cases 
give their lives that he sent a budget to 
this House that cut veterans benefits 
by $28.3 billion. 

Let me tell my colleagues what else 
was in that budget that the President 
sent over that hurts our Nation’s vet-
erans. He was asking that the co-pay-
ment for a prescription drug that a vet-
eran would need to pay would go from 
$7 a prescription up to $15 a prescrip-
tion. Just about a year and a half ago, 
we increased that co-payment, or the 
House did against my objection and the 
objection of my Democratic colleagues, 
they increased that co-payment for a 

prescription drug from $2 up to $7 and 
now the President is asking that that 
co-payment be increased from $7 to $15 
a prescription? And do my colleagues 
not understand that many veterans get 
10 or more prescriptions a month? That 
is 10 times 15. That is a lot of money 
for veterans who may be living on very 
limited fixed incomes. It is shameful. 
It is shameful what the President has 
asked in his budget that he sent to the 
House. 

But it gets even worse. The President 
has suggested that there be an annual 
enrollment fee imposed upon veterans 
of $250 annually. Think about that. 
These are young Americans who have 
gone and served our country, many of 
them during wartime. They have 
served honorably; they have come back 
to this country. They are participating 
in the VA healthcare system, and the 
President says they should be charged 
an annual enrollment fee of $250 at the 
very time that we are giving huge, 
huge tax cuts to the richest people in 
this country, many of them who have 
never served in the military. It is just 
outrageous. But it gets worse because 
in the President’s budget he suggested 
that the cost for clinic visit be in-
creased. 

At the time when we are giving large 
tax cuts to the wealthiest in our coun-
try, many of whom have never served 
in our military, we are putting addi-
tional financial burdens on the backs 
of our Nation’s veterans. And then 
about 1 year ago, this administration’s 
Department of Veterans Affairs put out 
a gag order, and basically the gag order 
said this: too many veterans are com-
ing in for services. We do not have 
enough money to provide those serv-
ices; so none of our health care pro-
viders around the country can any 
longer make public service announce-
ments encouraging veterans to use the 
benefits that they are entitled to re-
ceive. No longer can our health care 
professionals participate in health fairs 
which could identify diseases in their 
early stages so that they could be pre-
vented. No longer are our health care 
professionals around the country al-
lowed to put out newsletters describing 
the services that veterans are legally 
entitled to and encouraging them to 
take advantage of those services. 

Mr. Speaker, we are limiting what we 
are willing to do for our veterans so 
that we can give huge tax breaks to the 
richest people in this country. And the 
question is this: The President and 
leadership of this House must make a 
choice. Are we going to defend and pro-
tect and provide for our veterans, or 
are we going to continue to cut their 
benefits, to cut services to veterans in 
order to give money to the richest peo-
ple in this country? That is a choice 
that is facing those of us who serve in 
this House.

f 

MOTHER’S DAY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from Georgia (Mr. BURNS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to celebrate all the mothers in 
America. During the last few weeks, we 
have watched as our Armed Forces 
fought and won a war in Iraq. This 
weekend many of those troops will cel-
ebrate Mother’s Day at home with 
their families, and in fact, some of 
those returning troops are mothers 
themselves. 

Earlier this year while those mothers 
and daughters and fathers and sons 
bravely fought for the freedom of the 
people of Iraq and for the security of 
America, the House passed a bill to re-
lieve some of the tax burden on our 
troops. Today we gave all American 
mothers tax relief. This is more than a 
bouquet of flowers. It is more than a 
sentimental greeting card. Tax relief 
for working mothers and their children 
may correspond with Mother’s Day, 
but it produces dividends well beyond 
this Sunday. 

This plan gives the economy an im-
mediate shot in the arm by accel-
erating tax relief for the marriage pen-
alty, increasing the child tax credit, 
and providing working mothers with 
more of their hard-earned dollars 
through an accelerated tax relief pro-
gram. And just think, these mothers 
can use their recouped income for their 
needs, for the needs of their children, 
for the needs of their family. 

Furthermore, with sizable long-term 
tax relief on capital, businesses will re-
ceive the investment incentives that 
will help create more jobs. Just think, 
because of the legislation this House 
passed today, more mothers who are 
without a job will find one. More moth-
ers who own small businesses will be 
able to expand that business instead of 
closing their doors. More mothers will 
provide their children with a better 
life. On this Mother’s Day, this House 
can tell mothers of America that we 
have not given them flowers, we have 
given them the flower shop.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PETER A. DEFAZIO addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 

REQUEST FOR SPECIAL ORDER 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to claim the Democratic 5 minutes 
after the Republican. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
have to object because he has had three 
in a row, and it is going back and forth, 
and if it stays in regular order, then it 
is alternating. 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 03:54 May 10, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00099 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K09MY7.110 H09PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3960 May 9, 2003
THE BENEFITS OF PASSING H.R. 2, 

JOBS AND GROWTH TAX ACT OF 
2003

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. SHU-
STER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, while 
many economic indicators show that 
the American economy is back on the 
road to recovery, working families in 
central and western Pennsylvania con-
tinue to struggle to pay their bills. Un-
employment rates for some portions of 
my district have risen as high as 14 
percent, and jobs are difficult to find, 
even for the most well-trained workers. 

For my constituents, the time to act 
on these alarming trends is now. I ap-
plaud the leadership of the gentleman 
from California (Mr. THOMAS) and the 
Committee on Ways and Means on 
crafting H.R. 2 to help spur our Na-
tion’s economy, and we in the House 
were right to pass this vital legisla-
tion. The provisions of H.R. 2 will put 
billions back into our country and cre-
ate thousands of new jobs for Pennsyl-
vania workers. This legislation will en-
sure our economy continues to grow 
and creates jobs in the years ahead. 
H.R. 2 is an important step in answer-
ing the economic questions facing mil-
lions of American taxpayers.

b 1500 

The benefits of H.R. 2 are staggering. 
Twenty-seven million taxpayers will 
benefit from the increased child tax 
credit in 2003 alone; nearly 10 million 
taxpayers will not pay the AMT; 10 
million seniors will become more fi-
nancially secure in retirement by keep-
ing more of their dividend income. 

In fact, half of the immediate tax re-
lief provisions of H.R. 2 are directed to-
wards the child tax credit, eliminating 
the marriage penalty tax, accelerating 
rate reductions for middle-class fami-
lies and ensuring these families do not 
face the alternative minimum tax; real 
money for families. 

As a former small business owner, I 
understand the importance of H.R. 2 to 
small businesses throughout America. 
H.R. 2 will benefit family businesses by 
increasing the immediate deduction for 
small business from $25,000 to $100,000 
and modifying the definition of small 
business to allow more businesses to 
grow and prosper. 

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate my col-
leagues in the House for supporting 
H.R. 2, and I urge the other body to 
move swiftly on this important legisla-
tion for our Nation and for working 
families.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentlewoman from the 
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

BENEFITS OF TAX CUT BILL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. SHERMAN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill is a job killer. It ensures the con-
tinuation of the Bush recession. 

Now, some will benefit from this. In 
fact, those who earn over $1 million a 
year will average more than $93,000. 
That is almost enough to be a Bush 
Pioneer, if you give $100,000 to the Bush 
campaign. 

What has happened here in this de-
bate is that the minor economic bene-
fits of this proposal have been talked 
about extensively, but the offsetting 
and much larger economic detriments 
have not been discussed as extensively. 
Because my colleagues on the Demo-
cratic side are so incensed at how un-
fair this bill is, we have not had enough 
time to talk about what a job killer it 
is. 

What does this bill do? Yes, it does 
put some wealthy individuals in a posi-
tion where they can buy the new 
$350,000 Mercedes. It is an expensive 
car. It is a new car. It is the latest toy. 
And that is where a big chunk, along 
with similar consumption items, for-
eign consumption items, where a sig-
nificant part of this tax bill’s result is 
going. 

It is true that some of it will be in-
vested by the wealthy. Some of it will 
stimulate domestic demand. So there 
is some positives of the $550 billion. It 
is hard to find $550 billion that does not 
have some positives. 

But what about the negative? 100 per-
cent of the cost of this bill, and as the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT) explained, that is over $1 tril-
lion, gets sucked out of our capital 
markets. What does this mean? It 
means that the over 2.5 million Ameri-
cans who have already lost their job in 
the Bush recession will not find new 
jobs, because when small businesses in 
my district go to borrow money, the 
banker will say no, money is not avail-
able. We lent it instead to the U.S. 
Treasury, who has an excellent record 
of paying it back. 

How are small businesses supposed to 
get the capital they need to expand? 
They are not going to be able to get it 
from our capital markets, because $1 
trillion is going to be sucked out to 
pay for this deficit. 

It is not typical for me to come to 
this floor and criticize one of my Cali-
fornia colleagues and how they run 
their office, but I say to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. THOMAS), you 
must give your staff a raise, because 
they have come up with a more regres-
sive tax proposal than the Bush admin-
istration. They have done more for the 
Pioneers. 

Look at this. This is amazingly re-
gressive, with virtually nothing going 
to half of Americans, and $93,000 going 
to the very wealthy. How do they 
achieve that? Let us look at the next 
chart. They come up with an inter-
esting approach. 

The tax provisions that help middle-
class families cease to have any effect 
in 2007, whereas the provisions that are 
responsible for the millionaires getting 
$93,000 each each year continue for 
quite some time. In fact, this bill does 
not have a single provision that helps 
middle-class families that continues in 
effect past 2007. 

So, let us summarize this bill: 
Benefits in 2008 for future years that 

help middle-class families, zero. 
Benefits to 50 percent of all Ameri-

cans from the dividend provisions in 
this bill, 1 percent. 

Benefits to the top 1 percent coming 
from the dividend provisions and cap-
ital gains provisions of this bill, over 50 
percent. 

Having a staff that can put together 
a bill that is more regressive than the 
White House was able to put together, 
priceless. 

Yes, RepubliCard. Some things, cam-
paign contributions just cannot buy. 
For everything else, there is 
RepubliCard. RepubliCard. The country 
club will accept nothing less. 

Also, finally, do not forget to apply 
for the Deficit Express Card, now with 
a $12 trillion credit limit, because we 
will indeed have a $12 trillion national 
debt with the budget adopted by the 
majority party. Deficit Express Card, 
don’t leave the House without it.

f 

SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 
ON ECONOMIC HISTORY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, if 
Patrick Henry could come back today, 
he would be appalled at what taxation 
with representation gives us today. 

There was not time to speak during 
the debate, so I would like to set the 
record straight, and these are facts, 
undisputable facts. 

First of all, I would like to address 
the issue that George W. Bush lost jobs 
and the surplus. Fact: In history, in the 
year 2000, we were starting into a re-
cession. Alan Greenspan. We had tax 
relief 2 years ago. Alan Greenspan and 
the majority of economists say that 
that tax relief shallowed that reces-
sion. 

Then, Mr. Speaker, we had 9/11. I can-
not tell you the effects of this. To New 
York it was $283 billion, including the 
$83 billion in lost revenue, and it did 
hurt this country. 

I would like to respond to the rank-
ing minority leader, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI). She stat-
ed that only Democrats voted for the 
1993 tax increase. Let me tell you why 
Republicans did not vote for the 1993 
tax bill. I would say in fairness, not all 
the Democrats were here during that 
1993 period and they should not be held 
accountable, but the Democrat leader-
ship should. 

First of all, they gave us the largest 
tax increase in history in 1993, and this 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 03:54 May 10, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00100 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K09MY7.115 H09PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3961May 9, 2003
is when the White House, the House 
and the Senate was controlled by the 
Democrats. I heard the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) stand up here 
and plead for a middle-class tax cut in 
that 1993 bill. It was the largest tax on 
the middle class we have ever had in 
U.S. history. There was a $360 billion 
deficit, forever, no light at the end of 
the tunnel. No, we were not going to 
vote for that. 

There was a $320 billion increase. Did 
they increase the spending on vet-
erans? No. Did they increase it on the 
military or Social Security or the So-
cial Security Trust Fund? No. They did 
it at that time on the then First Lady 
HILLARY CLINTON’s health care govern-
ment control plan and welfare. 

Well, what did they do? They cut the 
veterans’ COLA in the 1993 bill. Things 
they demagogue every single day, they 
cut the entire COLA for veterans. They 
cut the entire COLA for military. When 
Republicans took the majority, we 
passed and rescinded that and we re-
stored those COLAs for our veterans 
and our military. 

They demagogue every day about So-
cial Security and our seniors. They in-
creased the tax on Social Security. 
They cut every dime out of the Social 
Security Trust Fund for their tax in-
crease, and that is wrong as well. 

Did they cut spending? No, they did 
not. They even had an increase in the 
gas tax that went into the general 
fund. When we took the majority in 
1994 we changed that also. We did not 
eliminate it, what we did was put it 
into the transportation fund so that 
liberals could not spend it on social 
programs. 

In 2000, as I said, there was a reces-
sion. Under Bill Clinton we had 147 
military deployments, in Haiti, Soma-
lia, Iraq five times, Sudan, Bosnia, 
Kosovo. In Bosnia and Kosovo, we flew 
86 percent of the missions, we paid for 
90 percent. The U.S., not ‘‘Butros-
Butros By-Golly’’ in the UN, but we 
paid for 90 percent of those wars. 

Then the next fallacy is the Clinton 
surplus. Not a single Clinton budget 
after the 1993 bill passed this floor. Re-
publicans even brought two of his 
budgets to the floor to have Democrats 
vote on them. They were so ridiculous, 
they got the same amount of votes as 
the Hillary Clinton health care plan, 
three votes. Why? Because it was so 
outrageous and demagogued. But yet 
they would not vote for it. Not one sub-
stitute, even the Blue Dog budget, ever 
passed this floor. 

So we restored the veterans and mili-
tary COLAs, we took transportation 
dollars and put them into the Trans-
portation Trust Fund, we balanced the 
budget, and yet they claim that it was 
a Clinton Democrat surplus. 

It just is not true.
f 

DEALING WITH THE ISSUES IN 
AFGHANISTAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-

tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
let me note that one of the prior speak-
ers from the other side of the aisle was 
talking about the tax cut going to the 
richest part of America, which they de-
fined as any family earning over $75,000 
a year. 

Now, I would hope that every work-
ing family out there, where a man and 
woman working as hard as they do in 
order to make ends meet, realizes that 
if their total family income is over 
$75,000, the people on this side of the 
aisle have been labeling them as the 
rich, as the wealthy, as the people who 
need to be exploited in order to help all 
the other people. 

This is quite disturbing. It is cer-
tainly disturbing to me. I do not come 
from a wealthy family and the people I 
know work really hard in order to have 
a family income of $75,000 a year. Let 
me note that in our package, we are 
hearing a complaint that we are help-
ing families that earn $75,000 a year, we 
are hearing complaints we have in-
cluded a child tax credit, we are hear-
ing a complaint we have ended the 
marriage penalty tax, that we have 
tried to give the seniors a little relief 
on their earnings limitations, things 
that were dramatically reversed in the 
opposite direction during the Clinton 
years when the Democrats controlled 
both Houses of Congress and the presi-
dency. 

They just went to work on all of the 
ordinary Americans. Of course, ordi-
nary Americans are anyone who earns 
under $75,000. But if you earned $75,000 
a year, you are the enemy and you are 
the target, according to our colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle. 

But that is not the subject I wish to 
talk about today. Just very quickly, 
let me note I have spent a great deal of 
time in Afghanistan over the years. 
People in this body understand that I 
have taken special care with the issue 
of Afghanistan. I warned this body for 
years during the Clinton administra-
tion that we had to do something about 
the Taliban or it would come back to 
hurt us, and it did, in a big way on Sep-
tember 11, when 3,000 of our own people 
were slaughtered by an attack that had 
been based in Afghanistan. 

I rise today to warn my colleagues 
that the situation in Afghanistan is 
not going in the right way. Although 
much progress has been made, there 
are some things we need to worry 
about. Let us remember that the 
Northern Alliance in Afghanistan, 
some of the same people, these 
mujahedin fighters who fought against 
the Soviet Union, and I was there in 
Afghanistan at the time with them, 
those very same people were recruited 
by this administration, by the United 
States, to help us defeat the Taliban 
and drive al Qaeda, which was a ter-
rorist gang headed by bin Laden, out of 
Afghanistan.

b 1515 
Their bravery, along with that of our 

Special Forces teams, had a magnifi-

cent victory in Afghanistan. We drove 
them out; but since that time, we have 
not done what is right by the Afghan 
people again. When they helped us 
drive out the Soviet Union troops and 
end the Cold War, we let them sleep in 
the rubble. There has not been the 
progress in helping them rebuild their 
country in Afghanistan that they need 
to experience. America needs to pay at-
tention to this. There are prices to pay 
when we do not do what is right. 

The heroin crop in Afghanistan has 
quadrupled over the last year and a 
half. That is because the people are 
desperate. They have no other source 
of income. We have to go in there and 
help those people rebuild their country, 
and we are not doing so. 

What is worse than that is our em-
bassy, under the control of the United 
States State Department, is pushing to 
undermine the Northern Alliance that 
drove out the Taliban and defeated al 
Qaeda, they are undermining these 
brave militia men and instead, shifting 
power over to another group in Afghan-
istan, many of whom were allied with 
the Taliban. Now, if you think that is 
screwed up, it is hard to fathom when 
you take a look at it. 

What the people in the northern part 
of Afghanistan are looking for is the 
right to elect their own provincial 
leaders, their governors, and their own 
mayors and city councilmen; they are 
asking for that right before they would 
disarm. Our embassy is pushing a cen-
tralized system on the people of Af-
ghanistan modeled after the French, of 
all people, where the government, the 
central government would appoint the 
heads of the local police and the 
schools and whatever. Well, no wonder 
the Northern Alliance who fought the 
Taliban are not willing to give up their 
arms until they know they have a right 
to cast ballots to determine their own 
destiny. 

Our State Department, for some rea-
son, does not have faith in the Amer-
ican system of government to the point 
that we are willing to share that with 
the people of Afghanistan. We need to 
keep track of what is going on over 
there. The people in Congress, the ad-
ministration needs to keep closer track 
of what is happening and make sure 
that democracy works and the people 
of Afghanistan can share in the pros-
perity of this era.

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take the time of the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
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CALLING ON AMERICANS TO 
ENSURE THEY ARE HEARD 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, first of all, I am moved to 
wish all of the mothers of America a 
happy Mother’s Day. Just a few hours 
ago, I stood with mothers from this 
community acknowledging the very 
special challenges that mothers have, 
particularly unemployed mothers in 
supporting their families, nurturing 
sons and daughters who cannot find 
employment. I encourage them to have 
their voices heard. In fact, I challenged 
the mothers of America, particularly 
the large numbers of mothers who face 
economic troubles and challenges 
every day, to have a mothers’ march so 
that their voices can be heard; a moth-
ers’ march that will march on Wash-
ington to ask the hard questions about 
health care, education, Medicare and 
Medicaid, the kinds of issues that my 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
make light of, throw it to the wind, 
call it the poor people’s issues. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
issue with some of the good words of 
my friends from the other side of the 
aisle. I will show my colleagues the 
headline in USA Today that says, 
‘‘Support for the Bush tax cut is grow-
ing.’’ I have an answer to that, Mr. 
Speaker. Every Sunday morning, be-
fore millions of Americans go off to 
church, the owned and paid-for na-
tional television programs time after 
time show the same droning voice, one 
side of the issue, how great a $550 bil-
lion tax cut is. If our airwaves, that are 
supposed to be protected by the first 
amendment, do not allow the opposi-
tion perspective to even be heard, then 
what would we expect from the Amer-
ican people? What would we expect but 
for the polling to go from 42 percent to 
52 percent. Shame on America’s media. 
They only showed one side of the war, 
and now they are only going to show 
one side of the domestic tax debate. 

Our good friends in this House fol-
lowed suit. Never in the history of this 
body, the body that is supposed to be 
responsible for the purse strings of 
America, and debated on the floor of 
the House a lousy 1 hour when, in the 
times of the Democratic control, hours 
of debate, days of debate were given to 
the opposition to express their view-
point. But yet we were denied both a 
motion to recommit and a substitute. 
What do you expect from the American 
people? 

But let me tell the American people, 
those of them who claim to be inter-
ested in this government: you can lay 
back and let the polls speak for you if 
you desire to do so. You can say Demo-
crats cannot be heard. But you look at 
this picture in The Washington Post 
and see the throngs of Iraqis, the bills 
that are going to be mounting; and yet 
my colleagues are arguing for a $550 
billion tax cut that is going to do noth-
ing for the people of this Nation. 

In fact, just my district, as an exam-
ple, those individuals, the average tax 
cut for the top 2 percent of taxpayers 
in the 18th congressional district, a 
somewhat similar district to American 
districts around the country, those 
making the top 2 percent, they will get 
$13,000. But the average tax cut for the 
lower 56 percent of the taxpayers in the 
18th congressional district will be a 
lousy $136. 

The Democratic job plan sings a dif-
ferent tune, but we cannot get the air-
ing or the hearing before the American 
public. We believe in tax cuts for work-
ing families, increasing the child tax 
credit, expansion of the 10 percent 
bracket, eliminating the marriage pen-
alty. We believe in allowing small busi-
nesses to expense up to $75,000, bonused 
appreciation. We understand that small 
businesses are the backbone of Amer-
ica. And for those of you looking for 
jobs and are frustrated, deflated, and 
frightened, we understand the compas-
sion that is needed for you to be able to 
support your families; but our Repub-
lican friends did not extend your unem-
ployment benefits. 

We know the crises that are going on 
in families today, the very tough deci-
sions that have to be made about food 
or pay the rent, but our Republican 
friends are not interested. We give 
broader coverage for those who are un-
employed. We give money back to the 
States. How many of you come from 
States where they are grappling with a 
budget deficit and they cannot afford 
to pay teachers or child care providers? 
We understand that in providing health 
care, education, and homeland security 
and infrastructure. 

Might I suggest to my colleagues 
that it is a mockery to think that this 
$550 billion joke is going to create jobs. 
The President’s plan is $550 billion. He 
alleges that it will create 1 million 
jobs. That means we are paying $550,000 
per job. Two jobs, two jobs, it takes. 

So all I can say to the American pub-
lic and to my colleagues in this House, 
when the Republicans are in charge, 
this chart shows us that we lose jobs. 
When the Democrats were in charge, 
including President Clinton, we voted 
in 1993 to surge the economy and in 
1997 to surge the economy, and we did 
that. And the 1990s were one of the 
most prosperous decades in the history 
of this Nation. It is a shame on Amer-
ica, a shame on the media for you to 
allow yourselves to be so duped. I hope 
you understand. If you do not stand up 
and speak for yourself, you will be run 
over.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATSON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. WATSON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LORETTA 
SANCHEZ) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to take the 
time of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

f 

REPUBLICAN TAX CUTS MEAN 
RECKLESS FISCAL COURSE FOR 
AMERICANS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, ear-
lier today, in less than 1 hour’s time, 
this House of Representatives set our 
Nation on a very reckless economic 
course. We are here today in a time of 
great national challenge. Overseas we 
face the large challenge of rebuilding 
Iraq and trying to establish a demo-
cratic form of government in that 
country of about 23 million people. The 
President recently asked for, and the 
Congress appropriated, about $80 bil-
lion for our efforts in Iraq. 

But while we are engaged in Iraq and 
Afghanistan and elsewhere, we must 
not forget the very real needs right at 
home. Because while we build new 
schools and new hospitals in Iraq and 
we work to get the Iraqi economy mov-
ing again, this administration has been 
very much out of touch with our needs 
right here at home and with getting 
our economy moving again right here 
in America. 

Since the Bush administration came 
to office, we have lost 2.7 million jobs 
in this country. Gone, vanished. Half a 
million of those jobs were lost in the 
last 3 months alone. And today, 8.8 mil-
lion Americans are unemployed. 

We need an economic plan that will 
put America back to work and a plan 
that will reflect the values and the pri-
orities of the American people. The Re-
publican tax package that was adopted 
earlier today does not. It will not stim-
ulate the economy, it will only stimu-
late red ink in the years to come, and 
it does not reflect the priorities of the 
American family; it reflects the prior-
ities of a very few at the expense of our 
national interests. 

In fact, the message of the Repub-
lican tax cut today was loud and clear: 
forget about the people who are out of 
work. Forget about the long-term fis-
cal health of our country. Their num-
ber one domestic priority, number one, 
the most pressing need in America 
today, according to the package and 
message they sent, is that the very 
wealthiest in our country, the people 
at the very top of the ladder are being 
taxed too much and we need to give 
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them a big tax cut in the form of cap-
ital gains tax cuts and a removal of the 
tax on stock dividends. 

I can tell my colleagues, and I think 
we all know, that the troops who sac-
rificed so bravely, most of them are not 
waiting for their big stock dividends in 
the mail. But our troops, their chil-
dren, and all Americans will be paying 
for this in the long run, because this 
tax cut is going to exacerbate the fiscal 
problems in this country. We have al-
ready had the biggest reversal in Amer-
ican history, from a $5.6 trillion pro-
jected surplus to $2 trillion projected 
deficits. And who is going to pay? In 
the long run, we are all going to pay, 
because we either pay in terms of taxes 
increased on our children in future gen-
erations, or major cuts in programs 
that are important to the American 
people such as Social Security and 
Medicare. 

In fact, we are going to be paying 
right now, because when we reduce our 
obligations to the States, when we do 
not fulfill our promises under the 
Leave No Child Behind Act, where this 
year we are $9 billion short of what had 
been committed, we place greater bur-
dens on the States. And the States ei-
ther have to do one of two things. They 
either have to increase revenues and 
taxes, or they have to cut back on pro-
grams. 

In the State of Maryland, we are see-
ing dramatic cuts in higher education. 
Who is paying for those? Students. 
Their tuition is going up by more than 
10 percent. It is simply a tax on stu-
dents. It is a tax on other people. You 
cannot get a free lunch. The American 
people know that. Someone has to pay. 

Look at what we are doing to vet-
erans benefits. Sure, we are reducing 
taxes to the very wealthiest in this 
country, but what is the result? A dra-
matic cutback in benefits for veterans. 

So what do we do? There was an al-
ternative plan put forward by the 
Democrats, but no one was allowed an 
up-or-down vote on that plan here in 
this body. It called for greater relief for 
the States so they do not have to ei-
ther increase taxes back home locally 
or dramatically cut education and 
health benefits. It called for a tax 
break for more middle Americans, in-
creasing the child tax credit, an accel-
eration of the marriage penalty relief. 
It called for greater relief for unem-
ployed workers and their families so 
that they could continue to pay the 
rent, continue to put food on the table; 
and that relief has a big impact on the 
economy. Those are people who need 
the funds, they have been in work, they 
lost their jobs through no fault of their 
own, they are continuing to look for 
work; and when they get that dollar of 
help, they go out and spend it in the 
economy. 

Finally, it provides for business tax 
credits to provide for investment now. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I just find 
that this particular proposal that was 
adopted today sets our Nation on a 
reckless course. We need a plan for all 

of America that will move our entire 
Nation forward, and I hope in the days 
ahead we will do that.

f 

b 1530 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

HENSARLING). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. DAVIS) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DAVIS addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC PLAN IS 
NOT FAIR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. BALDWIN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, what 
are the tests that an economic stim-
ulus package should pass in order for 
us to conclude that it will be success-
ful? 

An economic stimulus plan should be 
fair, should be fast acting, it should be 
fiscally responsible, like our Demo-
cratic plan is. We all know the Repub-
lican tax plan does not meet any of 
these criteria. That is why they have 
essentially given up claiming that it is 
a stimulus package. 

No matter how many gimmicks the 
Republican tax cut plan uses, the one 
thing it cannot hide is the fact that 
this bill predominantly benefits the 
very wealthy. Like the first Bush tax 
cut passed in the summer of 2001, it 
seems custom designed by and pri-
marily for the benefit of the very 
wealthiest of Americans. 

Today I would like to show how dif-
ferent people fare under the House Re-
publican budget proposal. I guess it all 
boils down to who you are and what 
you do. For example, are you a prize 
fighter or a firefighter? A prize fighter, 
like Mike Tyson, had reported earnings 
of $48 million last year. He stands to 
gain well over a $100,000 from the House 
Republican plan. While a firefighter 
making an average salary of roughly 
$35,000 will save $332 through the Re-
publican tax cut. $100,000 is the abso-
lute minimum that millionaires will 
receive from the tax cut passed earlier 
today. Most will receive a lot more. 

How will other people fare under the 
Republican tax cut? Well, again, it de-
pends on who you are. Are you the Ter-
minator or an average exterminator? 
Arnold Schwarzenegger will gain in the 
hundreds of thousands of dollars from 
this tax cut while the average extermi-
nator could save about $452. Yes, it all 
depends on who you are. 

Are you a Texas Ranger or a forest 
ranger? This year Alex Rodriguez will 
earn $23 million playing shortstop for 
the Texas Rangers while the typical 
forest ranger will make a little over 
$21,000. Alex would scoop up way more 
than a hundred thousand dollars in tax 
savings. The forest ranger, he might 
pocket a little less than $200. 

Well, are you a recording artist or a 
tattoo artist? Music artist Britney 

Spears’ tax savings compares quite 
handsomely with tattoo artist Rene 
Mezechenko. Rene’s tax cut will be 
around $300. Britney’s will be in the 
hundreds of thousands of dollars. It all 
depends on who you are. 

Are you an executive officer or an ex-
ecutive assistant? Jeffrey Barbakow, 
CEO of Tenent Healthcare made 
$115,600,000 last year, according to the 
New York Times. Pamela Taylor, an 
executive assistant, made $39,000. Pam-
ela’s tax cut will be $452. 

You get the picture. Those who need 
tax relief the most are getting the 
least. Congress should stop pandering 
to the rich special interests and get 
around to the tasks of putting Ameri-
cans back to work. 

Now, I have had a little bit of fun 
with these pairings, but this is serious 
business. I represent a lot of people 
who hold jobs with titles like fire-
fighter, executive assistant, factory 
worker, store clerk, nurse, and teacher. 
I also represent a lot of people who 
have recently lost their jobs in this 
turbulent economy. None of these folks 
are calling me on the phone to beg for 
a dividend tax cut. They are calling me 
to say put Wisconsin back to work. Put 
America back to work and do so in a 
way that is fair, fast acting, and fis-
cally responsible. That is what the 
Democratic plan would do.

f 

REPUBLICANS TAX 
IRRESPONSIBLY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
LANGEVIN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today 
our Chamber threw away any sem-
blance of fiscal responsibility by pass-
ing H.R. 2, the Republican tax bill that 
provides more massive tax cuts, while 
ignoring the need of the majority of 
Americans. Two years ago the adminis-
tration and Congress were looking cov-
etously at a staggering $5.6 trillion cu-
mulative surplus through 2010. At the 
time Congress was continually reas-
sured by the administration that we 
could afford an enormous tax cut, en-
sure the solvency of Social Security 
and Medicare, pay down the national 
debt, fund our domestic priorities and 
still have a large surplus reserve fund 
to front anticipated emergencies. 

Like many of my colleagues, I cau-
tioned the administration at the time 
that its budget and enormous tax cut 
were based on unrealistic surplus pro-
jections that would never materialize. 
Not surprisingly the Congressional 
Budget Office confirmed that in less 
than 2 years the 10-year projected sur-
plus has been erased. While portions of 
this decline are a result of our efforts 
to defeat terrorism and preserve na-
tional security both at home and 
abroad, the depletion of the surplus to 
date was largely caused by the admin-
istration’s fiscally irresponsible poli-
cies of 2001. 

What do we get for these tax cuts 
which were supposed to stimulate our 
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economy? Well, we now have the high-
est unemployment rate in 9 years. Se-
vere cuts in State budgets and pro-
grams and the largest among deficit in 
national debt in our Nation’s history. 
Not content with these successes, the 
Republicans now want more tax cuts 
largely skewed to the wealthiest Amer-
icans, the top rate income tax reduc-
tion in dividend taxation provisions are 
particularly egregious when 8.8 million 
Americans are unemployed, with the 
average length of unemployment now 
at about 20 weeks. The Republican tax 
cuts ignore the situation of those 
Americans. Furthermore, our Nation 
will have to borrow to pay for the 
funds to pay for these tax cuts at a 
time when the United States has a $6.4 
trillion national debt and spend $1 bil-
lion per day on interest payments for 
that debt. In fact, debt interest pay-
ments are now the third largest ex-
penditure in the Federal budget. Money 
that could instead be used for home-
land security, health care, prescription 
drugs for our seniors, or education for 
our children. 

Almost as outrageous as the provi-
sions of the Republican tax plan was, 
the House leadership decision not to 
allow the Democrats to offer their al-
ternative was even more egregious. Our 
plan was far more fiscally responsible, 
costing only $129 billion in immediate 
spending, and even those costs would 
be offset for long term economic gains 
such as income taxes from newly em-
ployed Americans. The Democratic 
plan would create 1 million new jobs, 
more than double the estimate for the 
Republican plan. Additionally, it would 
put money in the pockets of families 
most likely to spend, provide tax relief 
for businesses most likely to invest, 
and hire and provide direct financial 
assistance to States that are strug-
gling to provide health care and other 
vital human services to their citizens. 
This financial assistance would fore-
stall State tax increases or service cut-
backs that would otherwise deepen the 
recession and destroy jobs. 

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply disturbed 
by the outcome of today’s vote, as well 
as the heavy handed tactics used by 
the Republican leadership that denied 
a debate on our responsible alternative. 
I will maintain my opposition to irre-
sponsible tax and budget policies that 
are leading this Nation down a path 
that could put the economic survival 
and stability of our Nation in jeopardy.

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. WATERS addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

BUSH ECONOMIC STRATEGY 
LEAVES AMERICA BEHIND 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LEE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
join my Democratic colleagues in ex-
pressing my outrage with the Bush ad-
ministration and the Republican ma-
jority who are truly waging economic 
warfare against the American people, 
most notably our children and our 
grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, the tax package the Re-
publicans undemocratically and very 
brutally rammed through here today 
represent dropping a big bomb on 
American families. It is un-American 
to devastate the lives of American fam-
ilies who happen not to be rich. This 
budget, this tax cut will leave a huge 
crater in the economy and the Federal 
budget that will take decades to repair. 

What is most troubling about this ir-
responsible, unfair, and ill-advised plan 
for economic disaster? What does it 
mean for our children, especially our 
most vulnerable children? You simply 
cannot be for leaving no child behind 
when you are handing out massive tax 
cuts for millionaires at the expense of 
our children. What do we tell the par-
ents of these children when they ask 
what is our government going to do to 
create jobs? What is our government 
doing to help kids? What is our govern-
ment doing to expand health care to 
help senior citizens or to improve edu-
cation or to ease inequality? 

I guess we tell them that we have a 
President and a Republican majority in 
Congress who care more about elimi-
nating taxes on stock dividends than 
eliminating poverty. We tell them we 
have a President who is slashing Head 
Start funds, cutting job training pro-
grams and after school programs and 
spending the entire Social Security 
surplus. We tell them that this may be 
the first President in over half a cen-
tury who may serve an entire term in 
office without creating one single job. 
And we tell them we have an adminis-
tration that is seeking to wipe out af-
firmative action because it is appar-
ently blind to the enormous inequal-
ities in our country. And we let them 
know that this mean-spirited tax cut 
will disproportionately affect African 
American and Latino children. We tell 
them that we have a President who is, 
yes, waging war at home, a war on our 
future, a war on opportunities for our 
children, a war on equality and war on 
our economy. There are 9 million peo-
ple unemployed in this country, includ-
ing 2 million unemployed African 
Americans and almost 1.5 million 
Latinos. That is a disgrace and there is 
no help for them in this Bush plan. 

We are in a jobs depression. What our 
economy needs and what Americans 
need are more job opportunities. How 
do you benefit from a tax cut when you 
do not even have a job? Where is the 
compassion in this? 

We need increased technical training 
for young people and transition assist-

ance for displaced workers, many of 
whom are victims of our trade policy. 
Just look at NAFTA. Under NAFTA we 
have seen a quarter of a million actual 
and potential jobs disappear. Now the 
administration is looking to expand 
NAFTA to virtually every single coun-
try in the Western Hemisphere. How 
many jobs will we lose then? 

As Marian Wright Edelman, Presi-
dent of the Children’s Defense Fund, 
said, It is awfully hard to be a poor 
child in this country. It is awfully hard 
to be a parent. It is hard to be one of 
the millions of Americans desperately 
searching for jobs and not finding them 
while their unemployment benefits are 
expiring.

b 1545 

It is hard for tens of millions of peo-
ple in Bush’s mark. We could be turn-
ing the tide on this jobs depression. We 
should be investing in our future, but 
on the eve of Mother’s Day, rather than 
saying Happy Mother’s Day, the Re-
publicans are shattering the lives of 
millions of mothers by cutting taxes 
for the rich, sacrificing the poor and 
neglecting the middle class. 

Mr. Speaker, the President waged an 
immoral war in Iraq and now he is 
doing it right here at home. Wake up, 
America, and fight this very unpatri-
otic assault on American families and 
children. You must fight back.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. DAVIS) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

(Mr. DAVIS of Alabama addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f 

ALLOW DEMOCRACY ON THE 
FLOOR OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, we have 
seen many Democrats here speaking 
out of a sense of frustration. The bill 
we voted on today is a bill of tremen-
dous importance, and yet all we had 
was one hour to debate this bill. Many 
of us that wanted to come down and 
participate in the debate could not 
even get one minute’s time to debate 
this bill because the Republicans kept 
a closed rule, which said there will be 
one hour of debate, 30 minutes for each 
side, and no substitute allowed. 

I did a little calculation. There are 
435 Members of the House of Represent-
atives in this country, and if every one 
of us wanted to speak on this bill with 
only one minute total time, that would 
leave each of us a grand total of eight 
seconds each to speak on a bill worth 
billions and billions and trillions of 
dollars. Surely our Founding Fathers 
are rolling in their graves when they 
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see how the Republican majority has 
turned this House into an undemo-
cratic institution where the people who 
are elected by the people cannot even 
have the ability to speak their minds. 

We are fighting for democracy in 
Iraq, but we will not allow democracy 
on the floor of the United States House 
of Representatives. For shame. 

The average American is not stupid. 
In fact, the average American is very 
smart. The average American knows 
that when he or she has a budget they 
must live within their budget. They 
make a certain amount of money. They 
take home that money. They have to 
pay their bills with that money, and 
they know that they cannot week in 
and week out spend more than they 
take in. A person can do it for a while. 
They can charge everything on their 
credit card for a while. They can keep 
paying minimums on their credit card 
for a while, but sooner or later the bub-
ble is going to burst. That is what we 
are doing here in the United States 
Congress. 

My Republican friends talk a good 
game about balancing the budget and a 
balanced budget amendment, and by 
the way, the balanced budget amend-
ment passed here in the House several 
years ago, failed by one vote in the 
Senate, and the Republicans, despite 
having the majority in both Houses, 
have not brought it up again. 

The fact of the matter is that when 
Bill Clinton left office we had a surplus 
of $200 billion per year, and now in two 
short years we have a deficit of $400 bil-
lion per year, and these tax cuts, main-
ly for the wealthy, will dig us deeper 
and deeper and deeper in a hole. 

We are leaving our children and our 
grandchildren with a legacy of debt. We 
are having an orgy now of tax cuts and 
saying to our future generations, you 
pay the bill. We are going to walk 
away. We are going to do things that 
are easy. Everyone likes a tax cut. Of 
course, a majority of people favor the 
tax cuts. Everyone wants more money 
in their pockets, but what are we doing 
to our children and our grandchildren 
and the fiscal responsibility of this 
country? 

The Republican leadership, the Re-
publican majority here wants to do 
this, in my estimation, deliberately. 
The ancillary benefits, giving their 
rich friends a tax cut, is only an ancil-
lary benefit. They want to starve this 
government and make it impossible for 
there to be any kind of program, enti-
tlement programs like Social Security 
or Medicare or Medicaid or education, 
for our children. They do not want it so 
a balanced budget goes out the window. 
Deficits and deficits. 

Let us take a quote from the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), the 
current majority leader. This is what 
he said in 1995, ‘‘By the year 2002, we 
can have a Federal Government with a 
balanced budget or we can continue 
down the present path toward total fis-
cal catastrophe.’’ That was in 1995. I 
ask the majority leader and the people 

on the other side of the aisle, what was 
true in 1995 is certainly true in 2003. We 
cannot continue to run these deficits. 
We cannot continue to have this kind 
of fiscal irresponsibility. The borrow 
and spend Republicans cannot continue 
to lead this country down a path of fis-
cal irresponsibility. 

It is a disgrace that we now have to 
take to the floor of the House after the 
bill has been voted on because we could 
not get the time to talk before.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. MARKEY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

TAX CUTS AND THE ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, just 3 
years ago when the President took of-
fice, San Jose, California’s unemploy-
ment rate was only 1.7 percent. At that 
time, our Nation had a projected $5.6 
trillion 10-year surplus. Today, instead, 
we have an 8.5 percent unemployment 
rate in Santa Clara County, and with 
this tax package a $2 trillion projected 
national deficit. 

Since the President took office, San 
Jose has lost almost 16 percent of its 
jobs. When all is said and done, it is 
projected that we will, in fact, use the 
over $12 trillion in debt ceiling that Re-
publicans slipped into the budget reso-
lution a few weeks ago. What a turn-
around. 

What does the President propose? For 
the most part, more of the same failed 
tax schemes. Tax cuts for a select few 
have done nothing to improve the econ-
omy so far and more of the same will 
not help. Further, the Republican tax 
plan does nothing to help unemployed 
workers and will leave millions of fam-
ilies out in the cold when their unem-
ployment benefits expire on May 31. 

Mr. Speaker, since the President 
took office, California has lost 239,000 
jobs. Over 175,000 of those jobs were de-
leted from my home, Santa Clara 
County, and I hear from people at 
home, well-qualified, well-educated and 
talented people who have been laid off 
for over a year, people who have sent 
out 2,000 resumes who cannot get a job 
interview, people whose stock port-
folios are shot, whose bank accounts 
are drained, whose unemployment in-
surance is running out and who cannot 
find work. 

It is pathetic that the President’s an-
swer is this tax cut scheme. While 
there are a few temporary crumbs to 
small business and normal people, the 
vast majority of the financial impact is 
caused by the tax cuts for the few, 
which will not create economic growth. 
The President’s words about creating 

jobs and stimulating growth are right. 
It is just that his plan is disconnected 
from his rhetoric. 

He must think the unemployed are 
also dumb, that they will not see the 
truth of what is happening here, but I 
think he is wrong on that score and is 
it not ironic that those few provisions 
in this tax bill we passed today, like 
the child tax credit and marriage tax 
reform and expensing for small busi-
nesses, the things that benefit normal 
people, those sunset. The real expen-
sive part of the program that is skewed 
to the select, those go on forever. 

The Republican plan is irresponsible, 
deceptive, will not create jobs or grow 
the economy and will saddle the coun-
try with debt to hurt our potential for 
long-term economic growth. We are ac-
tually borrowing money from the So-
cial Security Trust Fund to cut taxes 
for the top 5 percent of households. 

Economists tell us that this plan is 
the smallest bang for the buck in terms 
of creating economic stimulus of any of 
the plans that have been publicly dis-
cussed. It is projected to create less 
jobs in the next year than we have lost 
in the last 2 months. 

Republicans both in this House and 
in the White House talk a lot about 
faith-based programs. The man who 
calls the shots here in the House, the 
majority leader, does not even believe 
in evolution, and I have heard that is 
true for the President as well. They 
have a right to have faith, even when it 
seems at odds with the facts in their 
religious lives, but when their faith in 
tax cuts for the few threaten the eco-
nomic stability for our Nation, then I 
think it is time to draw the line on 
their blind faith. 

Today, the Republicans in this House 
used their narrow majority to shorten 
debate and prevent consideration of the 
fiscally responsible growth plan. There 
is an aura of corruption that clings to 
the Republican leaders who celebrate 
the onset of democracy in Iraq but can-
not abide real democratic processes in 
the Congress of our Nation that is sup-
posed to be freedom’s leader. 

This is a watershed day, one that I 
think in later years we will recall with 
dread and with regret.

f 

MORE MEDIA DEREGULATION 
WILL BE A DISASTER FOR DE-
MOCRACY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
cently held a town meeting at St. Mi-
chael’s College in Vermont to discuss 
an issue that for obvious reasons does 
not get much media coverage, and we 
had over 600 people, Vermonters, com-
ing out to this meeting to discuss the 
issue of corporate control over the 
media and the impact that further 
media deregulation will have on the 
quality of our democracy. 
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At that meeting we had a gentleman 

named Michael Copps, one of the com-
missioners on the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, who laid out what is 
happening at the FCC and told us what 
most Americans do not know, that on 
June 2 the FCC is likely to hold a vote 
which will further deregulate media in 
the United States and create a situa-
tion in which a handful, a tiny handful 
of huge media conglomerates will 
largely control what the American peo-
ple see, hear and read. What we have 
today is already a very dangerous situ-
ation. What is likely to happen after 
June 2 will be even worse. 

What do we have today? If we turn on 
the television and watch NBC, how 
many people know who owns NBC? It is 
owned by General Electric, one of the 
largest corporations in the world, a 
corporation with enormous conflicts of 
interests in a dozen different areas. 
Turn on CBS. Who owns CBS? It is 
owned by Viacom, another huge com-
pany. Turn on ABC, owned by Disney. 
Turn on Fox, owned by the right wing 
Australian billionaire Rupert Murdock. 
Turn on CNN, owned by AOL-Time 
Warner, another huge corporation. 

What happens when we end up with a 
few large companies determining the 
flow of information in America? Two 
things happen. Number one, if we listen 
to radio, we know that on talk radio, 
the only differences that we hear are 
between right wing radio talk show 
hosts and extreme right wing talk 
show hosts. There is virtually nobody 
on national talk radio who is express-
ing the needs of working Americans, of 
the middle class, of low income people. 

If we watch television, huge sections, 
huge areas of great concern to the 
American people are virtually never 
discussed. How many Americans know 
that we as a Nation have the most un-
fair distribution of wealth and income 
of any major country on earth? The 
richest 1 percent own more wealth than 
the bottom 95 percent, and the Bush 
tax proposal will only make that situa-
tion worse. 

Have my colleagues heard discussion 
on that issue? Is it appropriate to give 
tax breaks to billionaires when we have 
the highest rate of childhood poverty 
in the industrialized world? When we 
turn on the television we can see a lot 
of advertising come from the large 
drug companies. How many Americans 
know that we are the only major coun-
try on earth that does not have a na-
tional health care program that guar-
antees health care to all people as a 
right of citizenship? Yet we end up 
spending twice as much per capita on 
health care as any other country.

b 1600 

Mr. Speaker, turn on television, you 
hear a lot of discussion about a lot of 
things; but you may not know in the 
United States, our people, especially 
seniors, are forced to pay by far, not 
even close, the highest prices in the 
world for prescription drugs. Turn on 
TV, read the editorial papers of your 

newspapers. You will hear how great 
our trade policy is doing. How many 
people know that NAFTA, most-fa-
vored nation status with China, was 
pushed upon Congress by the big-
money interests who also own the 
media but have resulted in huge job 
losses for working people in this coun-
try. 

If deregulation of media goes for-
ward, this is what will happen. For the 
first time, we will have television sta-
tions and newspapers in a given town 
or city owned by the same person. You 
are going to turn on TV and get the 
same point of view as you do from the 
local newspaper owner. Also as a result 
of further media deregulation, we will 
see large television companies able to 
own more and more TV stations all 
over the country. The trend is very 
clear. Fewer and fewer large corpora-
tions own more and more of the media. 
This is dangerous for democracy. It 
must be opposed. 

f 

TAX CUT AIMED AT COFFERS OF 
THE RICH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HENSARLING). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MEEKs) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, the first tragedy of today is we did 
not have democracy at its best. Democ-
racy at its best would have called for a 
debate on this great floor of the House 
of Representatives so that the Demo-
crats and Republicans would have had 
an opportunity to roll out their respec-
tive plans so that the people of Amer-
ica would have known what the Repub-
lican plan was and what the Demo-
cratic plan was. 

However, it must be out of fear that 
the majority had decided that they 
were going to completely silence the 
minority by not allowing them to de-
bate the issues on the floor so that the 
American people can see what is hap-
pening here in this House of Represent-
atives. 

Therefore, I am compelled to come to 
make a statement in Special Orders as 
opposed to debating with my col-
leagues on something that is so funda-
mental and so important to our great 
Nation. It is important to its future, 
and it is important for our children and 
our children’s children. So I have to 
rise today to express my concern and 
opposition to the huge, unfair, and il-
logical tax cut which the majority just 
propelled through the House of Rep-
resentatives today. 

I listened to the debate this morning, 
and I had to wonder how long it would 
take, if you would call that a debate. 
Because it was only an hour and we did 
not have an opportunity to do anything 
else on our side, I had to wonder how 
long would it take before we, as a body, 
realize that this tax cut is nothing 
more than the 2001 tax cut in 2003 
clothes. 

In May of 2001, we, those of us who 
are Democrats, made a passionate plea 

to the administration to temper and 
equally disburse its 10-year tax cut 
which did not protect the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, did not include funds 
for much-needed domestic priorities, 
and was almost totally based on pro-
jected revenues barring any cata-
strophic event. A modest tax surplus 
meant that Americans had earned 
some tax relief. 

My Democratic colleagues on the 
Committee on Ways and Means, led by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
RANGEL), proposed a fair and respon-
sible tax cut, job creation and eco-
nomic stimulus plan. Most impor-
tantly, we tried to convince the admin-
istration that should some major na-
tional emergency require us to draw on 
emergency funds, there would be none 
if we spent it all then. The media and 
many called us pessimists and 
naysayers. But then sad for all of us, 
September 11 happened; and on Sep-
tember 12, 2001, we found ourselves 
poised to expend the greatest amount 
of personal, monetary, and political re-
sources in our history. 

The debt ceiling has now become a 
ballistic missile, and it is unguided at 
that. Most importantly, we are now 
faced with the largest deficit in the 
history of this great country. This does 
not sound like fiscal responsibility to 
me. What this $550 billion fiscal mon-
ster does effect is another round of tax 
cuts tilted toward the affluent and 
deficits that will become a future tax 
on the rest of us and our children. 

The Social Security trust fund sur-
pluses will be misused every year for at 
least 11 years to mask the even larger 
deficits. Estimates are that by 2012 the 
resulting debt load will be about $50,000 
per American household. This is a trav-
esty, and we should not be a part of it. 
Some say, what about some tax relief? 
I agree with providing some tax relief. 
I agree with not allowing marriage to 
be a discriminating tax category. I be-
lieve people should be given incentives 
to save more for their retirement, espe-
cially when they live longer, and the 
Republican policies that we see will 
make us live longer, but without Social 
Security. 

I cannot agree with leveraging Social 
Security, earned income and child tax 
credits, food stamps, family support, 
student loans, public housing, drug 
elimination programs, section 8 hous-
ing opportunities, and the virtual zero-
ing out of all unemployment com-
pensation in order to make the rich 
richer and the real people the holders 
of a budget-busting, loose-cannon tax 
cut promissory note. 

So, as I conclude, we sought then, as 
we do now, to provide tax relief that is 
fair, responsible, and immediate.

This tax cut is aimed at the coffers of the 
rich. We all know that tax cuts for the rich and 
affluent will not help the economy. The people 
who will spend the money are those who need 
it the most! Let’s keep in mind that 2.6 million 
private sector jobs have been lost since the 
end of 2000! It is 2003 and we are still paying 
for unintended consequences, ill-conceived tax 
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cuts and growing domestic obligations. This is 
not the time for ‘‘country store’’ give-aways!! 
and if we give anything away—we should at 
least give everyone something to spend and 
not just those who have it already. We should 
seek to do something that is fair, responsible 
and immediate. 

Economists nation-wide are in agreement 
that this type of tax cut will do little or nothing 
to crate jobs or stimulate the economy. More 
than 400 professional economists, including 
ten Nobel Laureates agree that: ‘‘Regardless 
of how one views the specifics of the Bush 
plan, there is wide agreement that its purpose 
is a permanent change in the tax structure 
and not the creation of jobs and growth in the 
near term.’’ Mr. Speaker, I submit to you that 
such comments are not politically driven. They 
do not reflect some partisan attempt to dis-
mantle sound and effective fiscal policy. The 
in-coming Director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office, a Republican appointee, has testified 
to the skepticism of these tax cuts either stim-
ulating the economy or paying for themselves. 

Mr. Speaker we sought then—as we do 
now—to provide tax relief that is fair, respon-
sible and immediate. Throughout the day’s de-
bate, extension of remarks, special orders and 
other comments, my colleagues have elo-
quently highlighted the Democratic alternative: 
fair, responsible, and immediate have been 
our cry. I won’t repeat the details—Mr. Speak-
er you know what they are. We were unable 
to even bring a Democratic alternative up for 
debate and that, Mr. Speaker, is the real trag-
edy of this debacle.

f 

TAX BREAKS FOR THE ELITE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, as so 
many of my Democratic colleagues 
this afternoon brought forth, it is 
amazing to all of us on this side of the 
aisle that the Republicans would bring 
up this tax cut legislation which basi-
cally just gives money back to wealthy 
individuals and does nothing to help 
the economy, and at the same time we 
face this huge job recession throughout 
the country. 

The most egregious part of it was 
today when the Democrats tried to 
bring up their alternative as a sub-
stitute, the Republican majority under 
the Committee on Rules refused to 
allow the Democratic substitute to 
even be brought to the floor, refused to 
even have a debate on a Democratic al-
ternative which we believe very strong-
ly would provide economic stimulus, 
create jobs, grow the economy, and 
bring us out of a recession, one of the 
worst we have had now long-term for 
the last couple of years. 

All the Democrats were asking for 
was an opportunity to debate. I think 
the fear on the part of the Republican 
leadership was that if the Democratic 
substitute was allowed to be considered 
today, perhaps some of the Republicans 
might have voted for it, or at least the 
public and the media’s attention would 

have been focused on an alternative 
and have shown that the Republican 
proposal was not a good one and just 
basically was a tax giveaway to mil-
lionaires. 

Mr. Speaker, our Nation is in a job 
recession with 2.7 million jobs lost 
since President Bush took office, the 
worst jobs record in 40 years. For 3 
years the Republicans have had the 
power to turn this recession around, 
and they failed miserably. When I lis-
ten to the Republican leadership and 
the President, it seems like they are 
just coming into office, and they forget 
they have been in office almost 3 years; 
and during that whole time the econ-
omy gets worse every day. 

For the past 2 years alone, the Presi-
dent and the Republicans in Congress 
have repeatedly chosen tax breaks for 
the elite, and the American people are 
still waiting for one job to be created. 
Keep in mind, this is a failed economic 
policy. This Bush policy, the Presi-
dent’s policy, he has had an oppor-
tunity. He passed tax cuts last year, 
and since those tax cuts were passed, 
we have had a loss of another 1.7 mil-
lion jobs. This is not something new. 
This is a policy that was tried over a 
year ago; and after it passed in the 
time it has had to take effect for the 
last year, the economic situation has 
gotten worse. 

What do the Republicans say in re-
sponse? They say let us try it again. 
They have a bill on the floor that 
amounts to another payback to the 
wealthiest Americans in our Nation. 
Tax cuts last year for the wealthy, and 
tax cuts again for the wealthy. They 
disguise it somehow. They say it is a 
little different this time because it is 
going to give breaks on capital gains 
and stock dividends; but these are two 
proposals that economists conclude 
will not create jobs or growth in the 
near future. 

When our economy needs a true jolt 
to reverse America’s economic skep-
ticism, the Republican proposal will 
not stimulate the economy, and the 
Republican record on economics is 
uninspiring and one that should not be 
extended today. 

I am not the only one saying this, 
and Democrats are not the only ones 
saying this. If we look at some of the 
columns in the media and the econo-
mists around the country, they all are 
saying the same thing. But one of the 
best statements was made in today’s 
New York Times by Paul Krugman 
called ‘‘Into the Sunset.’’ I just wanted 
to read certain parts of it because I 
think it points out very dramatically 
that this is a failed economic policy, 
that this tax cut, this plan that the Re-
publicans had us vote on today, is just 
an extension of their failed Bush eco-
nomic policy. 

If I can read sections from Paul 
Krugman’s opinion, it says that the tax 
cut package the House is expected to 
pass today is a package that relies on 
exactly the same bait-and-switch tac-
tics used to sell the 2001 year tax. Here 
is the story:

In 2001, some swing Senators insisted on a 
budget resolution limiting the size of any 
tax cut. No problem. House-Senate nego-
tiators pushed through a huge tax cut any-
way, saving several hundred billion dollars 
by making the whole thing expire in the 10th 
year. Among other things, this sunset clause 
implied that heirs to large estates would pay 
no tax if their parents died in 2010, but would 
face significant taxes if their parents made 
it into 2011. At the time, I suggested that it 
be renamed the Throw Mama From the Train 
Act of 2001. 

So we remember the kind of tricks that 
were played last year. We were told this was 
going to sunset, and everyone was running 
around saying does that mean I have to de-
cide what year I am going to die?
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Mr. Krugman says:

Needless to say, last year’s bill was silly by 
design. The administration didn’t intend to 
compromise. It fully expected to get the sun-
set clause repealed in a future Congress and 
President Bush was soon out there ridiculing 
the way the tax cut was programmed to ex-
pire, implying that the expiration date was 
imposed by scheming liberals when in fact it 
was a trick perpetrated by his own congres-
sional allies. Now Congress is voting on more 
tax cuts. This time we’re already running a 
record budget deficit and the long run pros-
pect is bleak. Still the administration claims 
to be making a concession by agreeing to 
scale back its $726 billion tax cut to a mere 
$500 billion.

What Mr. Krugman is basically get-
ting at and I think this is an aspect of 
this tax plan that we need to bring out, 
is that the President comes forward 
and says, I want a huge tax cut that is 
going to go mainly to millionaires and 
wealthy people and then some Repub-
licans either in the House or in the 
other body come forward and say, oh, 
that is too big, we have to make it half 
of that or a third of that, and then one 
House or the other passes a bill that is 
maybe half the President’s proposal 
and they play around back and forth 
and ultimately come up with some-
thing that is somewhat less than what 
the President proposed, but the bottom 
line is it is a huge tax break still, it 
breaks the budget, it creates a deficit 
and it primarily goes to wealthy indi-
viduals. So they play this game over 
and over again. 

Paul Krugman goes on to say:

The new tax cut plan echoes the 2001 scam 
in other ways. In 2001 a tax cut that deliv-
ered about 40 percent of its benefits to the 
richest 1 percent of families was marketed as 
a tax break for ordinary folks. The same is 
true this time. In fact the extent to which 
the House bill favors the rich is breath-
taking. The typical family would get a tax 
break of only $217 next year but families 
with incomes above $1 million would get an 
average of $93,500 each. The estimates are 
that over the next decade, 27 percent of the 
tax cut, about the share that goes to the bot-
tom 90 percent of the population, will go to 
these very high income families who com-
prise a mere 0.13 percent of the population.

So we are talking about very, very 
few people that benefit from this. But 
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the bottom line is, it would not matter 
even if I was a millionaire. I would not 
want this tax cut to go into effect be-
cause it does not do anything to stimu-
late the economy. Even if you had $1 
billion, why in the world would you 
want a tax cut that does not do any-
thing to turn the economy around, be-
cause in the long run you are not going 
to make as much money because the 
economy continues to spin downward. 

So he says in this op-ed, Paul 
Krugman:

Finally, as in 2001, we’re being told that 
this tax cut will create lots of jobs. But why 
should we believe that? It’s hard to find an 
independent economist who thinks the Bush 
proposal would create the 1.4 million jobs 
claimed by the administration. And as I have 
explained in this column, even that many 
jobs would be a poor payoff for a tax cut that 
big. And bear in mind that Bush-style tax 
cuts now have a track record. Of the 2.1 mil-
lion jobs lost over the last 2 years, 1.7 mil-
lion vanished after the passage of the 2001 
tax cut.

So the problem that we have is you 
can look at this in any way. If you are 
rich, even though you might be getting 
a nice, big break, the bottom line is 
your investments are not going to grow 
and you are not going to make much 
money because as the economy con-
tinues to trend downward, your invest-
ments are not going to be worth any-
thing or certainly not worth as much. 
From the point of view of the budget, 
it is a disaster because it creates a 
larger deficit. And as we borrow more 
money and more money is taken out, 
that is not available to the private sec-
tor, it is very hard for new investments 
to be made by small businesses or 
other corporations in the private sec-
tor because they cannot borrow the 
money, it is all being taken by the Fed-
eral Government. And so that has a 
downward impact on the economy. And 
then the other thing that it does is in 
borrowing, you are taking money from 
the Social Security and the Medicare 
trust fund. So you are jeopardizing 
those funds as well. There is not any-
body who can make a legitimate argu-
ment that this Bush plan makes sense. 
What Krugman is saying and I think is 
so true is, we already tried it last year 
and the economy continues to get 
worse. So why should we repeat it 
again? 

Finally in this op-ed Paul Krugman 
says:

The odds are that this scam, like the scam 
of 2001, will succeed, the tax cut will be 
passed and the budget will plunge even deep-
er into the red and one day we’ll realize that 
international investors are treating us like a 
banana republic, that they won’t finance our 
trade deficit unless they are paid very high 
rates of interest. Have I mentioned that the 
dollar has just fallen to a 4-year low against 
the euro? And everyone will wonder why.

That is the bottom line. I think that 
the Republicans basically figure, well, 
nobody is paying attention, we will 
have this huge tax cut and when we 
have to pay it back, that will be some-
body else’s problem down the road. The 
amazing thing is that it would be so 
easy to try something different, to try 

an alternative, one that the Democrats 
have put forward, that would actually 
do something to make a difference in 
the economy. Of course, I am saying 
this because as a Democrat I like the 
Democratic plan but I would argue, if 
the other plan of constant tax cuts 
does not work and has not worked, why 
not try something new? We can call it 
the Republican plan if you like. I do 
not care. I just want to pass it so that 
we can do something to turn this econ-
omy around. 

Let me talk a little bit about this 
Democratic proposal that we tried to 
get considered on the floor of the 
House of Representatives today but, of 
course, the Republicans would not 
allow us to consider it. They would not 
allow it to be even debated. We have 
several provisions in this Democratic 
proposal that I think would do a lot to 
create jobs and stimulate economic 
growth, both in the short term as well 
as in the long term. First, tax cuts for 
working families, not for wealthy peo-
ple but for the average guy. The Demo-
cratic plan provides an immediate in-
crease in the child tax credit to $800 
per child. For low-wage working fami-
lies, this credit is refundable and will 
reach more than 2.6 million children 
not covered by the current law. 

Furthermore, the Democratic pack-
age makes immediate both the expan-
sion of the 10 percent tax rate brack-
ets, now slated to occur in 2008, and 
key provisions to eliminate the mar-
riage penalty. Within months, these 
provisions will put money in the pock-
ets of average Americans, boosting 
consumer demand and the jobs and 
business investments needed to meet 
it. 

Secondly, investment tax incentives 
for business. The Republicans act as if 
they give a big tax break again to the 
wealthiest Americans, that somehow 
they are going to reinvest that in the 
economy. But there is nothing that 
says they have to and experience shows 
that they often do not. What the 
Democrats do is they target any kind 
of tax credit. We have an investment 
tax incentive for business. The Demo-
cratic plan provides tax incentives to 
businesses to generate investment and 
jobs now. The plan allows small busi-
nesses to expense up to $75,000 of the 
cost of new investments through 2004, 
triple the current limit. For all busi-
nesses, the plan restructures last 
year’s bonus depreciation provisions so 
that firms can write off a 50 percent 
bonus for the next 12 months and only 
a 30 percent bonus for the balance of 
2004. Domestic manufacturers get a tax 
break in the Rangel remedy to a World 
Trade Organization case against the 
United States. And all business tax 
components encourage investment now 
when the economy needs a boost. So we 
are saying that we are going to give 
the businesses these incentives but 
they have got to invest it back into the 
economy now, create jobs now. That is 
how we turn the economy around. That 
is a big part of it. 

A third point. The Democratic plan 
targets assistance to those looking for 
jobs. A large part of the debate today 
on the floor was the fact that the Re-
publicans would not consider an exten-
sion of unemployment compensation 
beyond the end of this month. Part of 
that, of course, is because we are con-
cerned about people and how they are 
going to make ends meet, but the other 
part of it is we know that if you extend 
unemployment that money imme-
diately goes into the economy. People 
buy things. Because they do not have a 
lot of money, they have to spend, for 
food, for necessities, whatever. So the 
Democratic plan extends unemploy-
ment benefits for 26 weeks that expires 
at the end of the month and that in-
creases the level of benefits and also 
provides temporary aid to States to 
broaden coverage to low-wage earners 
and part-time workers. This assistance 
for those looking for work is the most 
effective stimulus for the economy and 
consumer demand by putting money in 
the pockets of those most likely to 
spend it. 

Lastly, I wanted to mention money 
going back to the States. A big part of 
the economic downturn now is the fact 
that the States have contracted their 
spending because many of them have 
deficits. So they are spending less 
money, less money is going into the 
economy and as a result people lose 
jobs and there is less consumer spend-
ing and all the other things that come 
about because there is less money cir-
culating. The Republicans, we have 
asked them to do something to give 
money back to the States. They refuse 
to do it. It is not part of their plan. So 
in our Democratic plan, we give money 
back to the States and municipalities 
to create jobs through expenditures on 
infrastructure, homeland security, edu-
cation and health care. The Demo-
cratic plan provides States with funds 
to avoid the State cuts that have been 
occurring in New Jersey and other 
States and to address critical needs in 
areas including Medicaid, homeland se-
curity, transportation and an addi-
tional fund for one-time assistance to 
help those hurt most by unemployment 
and a stagnant economy. Basically 
what we do is increase the amount of 
money that the Federal Government 
gives to the States for these various 
purposes. The States have to pay less, 
the Federal Government pays more, 
and so the States do not face the fiscal 
crisis that they now face. That is an-
other way of providing more money 
into the economy, creating jobs, cre-
ating new highways, new infrastruc-
ture, water projects, sewer treatment 
plans, that type of thing. 

I just wanted to make a few points in 
comparison between the Democratic 
and the Republican plan. Again I know 
some may say, Why are you talking 
about this Democratic plan? You didn’t 
even have an opportunity to bring it up 
today. But I think it is important to 
talk about it even though the Repub-
licans would not allow us to bring it up 
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because I think if you make the com-
parison that I am about to make, you 
will see that ours is better and that is 
why they did not want to let it come 
up because they did not want to let it 
see the light of day. 

First of all, only the Democratic plan 
maximizes job creation now. It uses a 
proven approach to create jobs and 
grow the economy by putting money in 
the pockets of families most likely to 
spend it and providing tax relief to 
businesses most likely to invest it. It 
will add 1.1 million jobs to our econ-
omy this year, 2003. By contrast, the 
House Republican plan focuses on un-
tested and indirect provisions, such as 
the dividend tax breaks and capital 
gains tax cuts. 

You understand what we are saying. 
If you look at the Democratic plan, the 
money is going directly in the pockets 
of people, directly into the States for 
expenditures on infrastructure. The 
Republicans assume that somehow tax 
breaks for stock dividends or capital 
gains are going to be reinvested be-
cause that is what people are going to 
do and there is no guarantee they will. 
Secondly, only the Democratic plan 
protects long-term economic growth 
with fiscal discipline. Our plan, the 
Democratic plan, is fully paid for. We 
do not make budget deficits worse over 
the long term. So you do not have the 
negative consequences of creating a 
larger debt that I described and many 
of my colleagues described before 
under the Democratic proposal. This 
fiscal discipline helps to keep interest 
rates low and builds the foundation for 
a strong economy now and in the fu-
ture. By contrast, Republicans are pro-
posing a plan that will make the deficit 
much worse. I say much worse, a lot 
worse. Already, the $5.6 trillion surplus 
President Bush inherited has been re-
placed by a $2 trillion deficit in the 2 
years or so that he has been in office. 
Now Republicans are proposing tax 
cuts costing more than half a trillion 
dollars, part of an overall tax agenda 
that would add an additional $1.2 tril-
lion in deficits over the next 10 years. 
Large, long-term deficits harm the 
economy by driving up interest rates 
and undermining business investment 
and job growth. If you look at what the 
economists predict with this tax cut, 
we are going to be back into the deficit 
situations that we were in 15, 20 years 
ago. And we are going to create a long-
term recession. Anyone will tell you 
that that is the case. Yet the Repub-
licans persist. 

Another point. Only the Democratic 
plan is fair. It puts money directly into 
the hands of average Americans, the 
very people most likely to spend the 
money. It provides a balanced package 
of tax relief for businesses to encourage 
additional hiring and investment. But 
the Republican proposal, because it 
centers on the stock dividends and cap-
ital gains, provides very small tax cuts 
to the average American while pro-
viding huge tax cuts to the very few. 
So not only does it not work but it is 
unfair. 

Another point. Only the Democratic 
plan prevents tax increases and service 
reductions by States. Again I men-
tioned this before. Because of the fiscal 
crisis that the States are facing and 
they are forcing themselves to have tax 
increases or cuts in critical programs, 
the States ultimately undermine jobs 
and economic recovery. But the Demo-
cratic plan provides States temporary 
assistance to avoid these tax increases 
and service cuts at the State level and 
prevents the job losses that would oth-
erwise occur. None of the Republican 
proposals provide any funds to address 
the States’ budget woes or give money 
back to the States. 

Finally, and I think this is very im-
portant, too, only the Democratic plan 
uses honest accounting. The Demo-
cratic plan contains no gimmicks or 
unstated costs. Over 10 years, the cost 
of the package is fully paid for, so the 
plan does not increase budget deficits. 
By contrast, the House Republican 
plan includes the artificial expiration 
of many of the plan’s components. 

As I mentioned in that op-ed by Paul 
Krugman, at the end of 2005, and be-
cause it is unlikely that Congress in 
fact would allow these provisions to ex-
pire, the true cost of the Republican 
plan is probably even larger because 
they will make a lot of these tax cuts 
permanent and that will only burden 
the economy with even greater deficits. 

Again I would like to end my discus-
sion, Mr. Speaker, of the Republican 
tax and economic plan with some ref-
erences to some editorials in the New 
York Times, because I always worry 
that someone will listen to me and say, 
well, he’s saying that because he’s a 
Democrat. I like to have third-party 
validators if I could. There were two 
editorials that appeared in the New 
York Times in the last couple of weeks 
that I thought were pretty wise in 
terms of their analysis of what the Re-
publicans are proposing as opposed to 
the Democrats. One talks about the 
misguided nature of the cuts that the 
Republicans have proposed and the 
other talks about how because all these 
cuts are taking place, we are going to 
see major problems that face the public 
because there will not be money for 
education, there will not be money for 
homeland defense, there will be contin-
ued problems for the States, and also 
the fact that there is nothing in the 
Republican plan to extend unemploy-
ment benefits. 

Let me start with that. On April 26, 
the New York Times did an editorial 
called The Forgotten Half of Budg-
eting. It says: 

As Congress returns to business this 
week with leaders bent on pushing 
President Bush’s tax cut, there is little 
talk about the vital programs that face 
future cutbacks in the budget. At least 
$168 billion across the decade is sched-
uled to be wrenched out of domestic 
spending as more than $2 trillion in 
deficits and borrowing is rung up under 
Mr. Bush’s growth program. It may be 
pitifully wishful thinking at this point 

but instead of enacting another swath 
of tax cuts, Congress should keep the 
revenue and direct it at some of the 
following priorities. And they talk 
about them. First, fiscal relief for the 
States, which are slashing health care 
benefits for the needy as they wrestle 
with booming deficits that cannot be 
rolled over into some other administra-
tion’s debt-besotted future. Many Sen-
ators favor emergency aid on the order 
of $35 billion, much of it for Medicaid 
because States are taking children and 
adults off the Medicaid rolls because 
they cannot afford to provide health 
care for low-income people.

b 1630 

‘‘Extended benefits for unemployed 
Americans whose emergency benefits 
program expires May 31. The Nation 
continues to hemorrhage jobs, and ev-
eryone who is trying to find employ-
ment is not succeeding in this econ-
omy. The cost of continuing the emer-
gency benefits is about $1 billion a 
month, a fraction of the cost of the 
lowest denominator tax cut.’’ 

So why not extend benefits to these 
people who cannot find work? They are 
trying to find work. They cannot. 

Next: ‘‘More money for education, 
which faces a $20 billion cut over 10 
years in the budget.’’

Do the Members remember when 
President Bush talked about no child 
being left behind and we passed his 
education bill last year that no child 
was going to be left behind? It is facing 
major cuts over the next 10 years be-
cause of the President’s tax cut plan, 
and many children will be left behind. 

The New York Times says that ‘‘if 
Congress skipped the tax cut, edu-
cation funds could easily be made 
whole, and the administration could 
match the rhetoric of the President’s 
no-child-left-behind promises with ade-
quate financing. Lawmakers could also 
cover the cost of educating children 
with special learning needs, a Federal 
mandate that is short by billions of 
dollars annually.’’

And finally, funds for homeland secu-
rity. We have talked about the war 
against terrorism. We have talked 
about how we have to fight it both 
abroad and at home. But these tax cuts 
make it very difficult, if not impos-
sible, to fund the homeland security 
needs that so many States and local-
ities are depending on. 

‘‘The gap is quickly growing,’’ The 
New York Times says, ‘‘between Fed-
eral directives to localities and financ-
ing. The Senate sought, then dropped, 
extra financing for vulnerable ports 
and budget negotiations. And for all 
the homage to first responders, cuts 
loom for local law enforcement.’’ So, 
again, we cannot even meet the home-
land security needs. 

And finally more recently, last Fri-
day, in fact, The New York Times 
issued an editorial called, ‘‘Misguided 
Cuts in Washington.’’ I think this real-
ly kind of sums it up, and I would like 
to end this portion of my Special Order 
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by referencing this editorial in The 
New York Times. 

It starts out by saying: ‘‘The polit-
ical dichotomy is breathtaking: as 
State and local politicians struggle 
with deepening deficits and rising 
taxes, President Bush plays the fiscal 
Nero, the virtuoso fiddler for ever more 
tax cuts. If the Washington wing of the 
GOP is deaf to the cries of pain from 
the Nation’s statehouses, surely it 
must hear the measured warning from 
Alan Greenspan, the Nation’s economic 
guru, that new tax cuts are definitely 
not needed now. They will probably 
harm the economy, not help it, he cau-
tions, compounding the Republicans’ 
feckless deficit spending while pushing 
up the national debt along with inter-
est rates. 

‘‘But, no, the detaxation mania con-
tinues apace as House and Senate lead-
ers press towards a Memorial Day 
deadline that will be a rendezvous with 
foolhardiness. By then, they hope to 
enact a Bush tax cut and spending plan 
adding $2.7 trillion in deficits to a com-
ing decade of red ink, this only 2 years 
after the first Bush tax cuts helped 
wipe out an anticipated $5 trillion sur-
plus.’’ We had a $5 trillion dollars sur-
plus anticipated when the President 
took office. 

‘‘No so coincidentally, Congress will 
have to raise the $6.4 trillion debt ceil-
ing immediately to help pay for bor-
rowing that is likely to last even 
longer than the easy careers of our 
detaxation politicians. 

‘‘The most feverish concern discern-
ible right now among Republican lead-
ers is not the fate of the emergency un-
employment benefits that are due to 
expire this month, affecting 3.9 million 
Americans. It is the preservation of as 
much as possible in the President’s dis-
astrous dividend tax cut plan. A piti-
fully small group of Republican resist-
ers is holding out, demanding $200 bil-
lion less.’’ We know that is not going 
anywhere. 

‘‘Cutting the dividend tax rate may 
make some of Mr. Bush’s key sup-
porters happy, but there are two things 
it really will not do: juice up the econ-
omy or significantly reduce most tax-
payers’ total bills as the burden shifts 
downward. The pending Bush tax cuts 
will cost the States at least $64 billion 
more over 10 years . . . 

‘‘The Federal Government’s failure 
to help localities pay for critical serv-
ices during a slumping economy has 
sent State and municipal taxes soar-
ing. And although the President is sell-
ing his cuts as a fast job-creating stim-
ulus, it is hard to find any serious 
economist who agree, particularly 
when it comes to the dividends tax . . . 

‘‘A private forecasting specialist esti-
mates that the dividend cut will mean 
very little in comparison with the in-
stant bang for the buck that would 
come from an extension of jobless ben-
efits and an infusion of emergency aid 
to the States.’’

Mr. Speaker, someone could say he is 
just saying that because he is a Demo-

crat. The bottom line is we have tried 
the Bush economic policy. We have 
tried it now for almost 3 years, and 
this is simply a repeat of the same 
thing. It is not working. Normally 
when something does not work, we say 
okay, let us scrap it and try something 
that does; and for the life of me I do 
not understand what motivates my col-
leagues on the Republican side, and the 
President in suggesting that we do 
more of the same unless I guess we just 
figure they are catering to the special 
interests and wealthy individuals be-
cause those are their friends and those 
are who finance their campaigns. But 
even if I were a millionaire, I would not 
favor this tax cut plan because I do not 
think it helps anybody; and ultimately 
if the economy does not grow, it does 
not matter whether one is rich or poor, 
they are going to still not benefit. 

And with that, Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to conclude my presentation to-
night that relates to the economy, and 
I wanted to mention two foreign policy 
issues that very much need immediate 
attention and have been in the news 
the last few weeks. I would like to 
start out, if I could, for about 5 min-
utes talking about the stalled peace 
process in Northern Ireland. I want to 
express my disappointment, Mr. Speak-
er, that the peace process in Northern 
Ireland has once again been derailed. 
With Prime Minister Tony Blair’s an-
nouncement of the indefinite postpone-
ment of the elections in Northern Ire-
land, I worry that Great Britain is bow-
ing to the demands of Unionist radicals 
in Northern Ireland who obviously op-
pose the Good Friday Accords. 

Mr. Speaker, as the Members may 
know, last October Prime Minister 
Blair suspended the Belfast Assembly 
in Northern Ireland. Since then, Prime 
Minister Blair and Prime Minister 
Ahern of the Republic of Ireland have 
held meeting after meeting to bring 
the Good Friday Accords back on track 
and reinstitute the Northern Ireland 
Assembly in Belfast. 

With the clock ticking towards the 
scheduled elections on May 29, Prime 
Ministers Blair and Ahern held numer-
ous and made subsequent statements 
that led many media outlets around 
the world to report that the Northern 
Ireland Assembly was close to being re-
instated, but at the 11th hour, Prime 
Minister Blair asked the Irish Repub-
lican Army to declare their commit-
ment to the Good Friday Accords and 
disarmament. While the IRA was not 
an original signatory of the Good Fri-
day Accords, they still welcomed the 
Prime Minister’s questions. The IRA, 
both through a recently released state-
ment and through statements made by 
Sinn Fein’s President Gerry Adams, 
made several clear and unambiguous 
statements pledging their peaceful in-
tentions. 

The IRA stated quite clearly: ‘‘We 
are resolved to see the complete and 
final closure of this conflict. The IRA 
leadership is determined to ensure that 
our activities, disciplines and strate-

gies will be consistent with this. Fur-
thermore, the full and irreversible im-
plementation of the agreement and 
other commitments will provide a con-
text in which the IRA can proceed to 
definitively set arms aside to further 
our political objectives. We are com-
mitted to playing our part in creating 
the conditions in which unionists, na-
tionalists and republicans can live to-
gether peacefully.’’

It is obvious to me that the IRA has 
clearly stated their peaceful intentions 
to bring a complete and final closure to 
the conflict in Northern Ireland and 
they have committed to disarmament 
to bring a final end to the insurrec-
tions. But in the final days before 
Prime Minister Blair’s announcement 
of the postponement of the elections, 
he continued to press the IRA to clar-
ify their intentions. While much of the 
international community, Mr. Speaker, 
and the press viewed the IRA’s state-
ments as a giant step towards peace, 
Prime Minister Blair oddly continued 
to claim that they were not going far 
enough. Then suddenly the Prime Min-
ister cancelled the elections in spite of 
opposition from the Irish Government 
and every political party in Northern 
Ireland, except the Ulster Unionists. 

For the last 5 years, Blair has been 
urging the IRA to make a statement 
pledging their support for peace. Now 
when the agreement is about to fall 
apart, the IRA stepped up to the plate 
and the Prime Minister let a home run 
pitch pass him by. It seems that rather 
than working for what is truly impor-
tant, peace, he is carrying the water of 
the Ulster Unionists. 

So the question is, Does Prime Min-
ister Blair really want to see a peaceful 
resolution to the situation in Northern 
Ireland, or has it all just been a big po-
litical ploy to get the Irish Republicans 
to pledge peace and then force them 
back under the control of the British 
Crown? And I certainly hope the latter 
is not the case. 

I call on Prime Minister Blair to first 
announce a June date for the Assembly 
elections in Northern Ireland. Then he 
must bring the parties back to the 
table to reinstate the peace process and 
most importantly the Assembly. Now 
at this critical time, Mr. Blair must 
show true leadership and prove that he 
is not simply a pawn to Protestant 
Unionist Radicals in Northern Ireland. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a truly remark-
able and historic time in Northern Ire-
land’s history. I can honestly say a 
lasting and just peace I think is within 
reach, but now it is up to the Prime 
Minister to do what is right and allow 
the people of Northern Ireland the op-
portunity to decide for themselves who 
should govern their provinces. 

Mr. Speaker, if I could just turn to 
another foreign policy issue and then I 
will conclude this afternoon. I have 
been very concerned over the last 
month or so about the fact that even 
though the time seems to be right for 
a settlement between the Greek and 
Turkish sides in Cyprus that it has not 
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occurred, and we still have not had ne-
gotiations start up again since they 
fell apart a couple of months ago. And 
I basically came to the floor this 
evening to highlight actions taken last 
week by President of the Republic of 
Cyprus, Tassos Papadopoulos that will 
help continue the process of reunifying 
the people of the island of Cyprus de-
spite the fact that a political settle-
ment has still not been reached over 
Turkey’s 29-year illegal occupation of 
37 percent of the island. 

On April 30, President Papadopoulos 
announced several measures aimed at 
enabling citizens living in the Turkish-
occupied territory the ability to enjoy 
all the benefits other citizens of Cyprus 
enjoy. The President and the Council of 
Ministers finalized measures covering 
the fields of transportation, including 
the movement of goods and vehicles, 
employment of Turkish Cypriots, 
measures to help relatives of missing 
Turkish Cypriots and critical measures 
working for the improvement of med-
ical care, education, and telecommuni-
cations. 

While the President said that his 
government will do everything in its 
power to effectively implement these 
measures, he also strongly stated that 
these measures should not be inter-
preted as a substitute for the efforts to 
reach a political settlement in Cyprus. 

Mr. Speaker, these measures show 
the length the Cypriot Government is 
willing to go to ensure that Turkish 
Cypriots no longer have to endure the 
poor economic conditions they have 
been living under since the occupation 
in 1974. The measures come less than 2 
months after peace negotiations came 
to an end thanks to the intransigence 
of Turkish-Cypriot leader, Rauf 
Denktash. Despite the giant setback, 
President Papadopoulos stressed the 
Greek Cypriot side will not only con-
tinue efforts to reach a solution but 
also once again pledge to continue the 
efforts for a Cyprus settlement that 
would properly serve the interests of 
both Cyprus communities, and the 
President’s action last week clearly 
shows he plans to back these words up 
with action. 

Mr. Speaker, over the last couple of 
weeks, we have witnessed another 
milestone, the free movement of Cyp-
riots from both sides of the wall, some-
thing that has not occurred since the 
occupation. The action came after the 
Turkish Cypriot regime eased restric-
tions on movements of residents to and 
from the occupied areas. At the same 
time, the Turkish Cypriot regime said 
it would allow Greek Cypriots to cross 
into the occupied areas but put restric-
tions on this travel, including the 
showing of passports. The United Na-
tions estimates that since the easing of 
restrictions, more than 170,000 Greek 
Cypriots have crossed into the occupied 
area, while 75,000 Turkish Cypriots 
have made the reverse trip. 

This peaceful and orderly movement 
of both Greek and Turkish Cypriots 
during the last couple of weeks clearly 

demonstrates their shared desire and 
ability to live together on a reunited 
Cyprus. The actions have also dis-
proved Denktash’s claim that the pres-
ence of the occupation army and the 
maintenance of a dividing wall area are 
necessary for the security of the two 
communities. It shows his statements 
to be both false and, I think, totally 
unfounded. 

Mr. Speaker, I continue to believe 
that the only solution to the Cyprus 
question must be sought through nego-
tiations conducted on the basis of the 
Kofi Annan United Nations plan, and I 
also continue to believe that the Bush 
administration did not put enough 
pressure on the Turkish Government to 
force Denktash to negotiate in good 
faith. Turkey must finally realize that 
by supporting Denktash’s intran-
sigence, it is causing harm to its own 
long-term interests as a potential full 
member of the European Union. After 
the setback of the U.N. efforts, the 
Bush administration must redouble its 
effort to persuade Turkey and the Tur-
key-Cypriot leader to work construc-
tively within the U.N. process to 
achieve a negotiated settlement to end 
the division of Cyprus; and I am hope-
ful, Mr. Speaker, that the Bush admin-
istration will change its policy and fi-
nally exert pressure on the Turkish 
Government. 

I think it is time for all the citizens 
of Cyprus to be reunified so they can 
all reap the economic awards available 
with the nation’s recent accession to 
the European Union; and I only hope 
that both these cases, in both the cases 
of Cyprus and Northern Ireland, that 
we can see a peaceful resolution of the 
conflict.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. CLYBURN (at the request of Ms. 

PELOSI) for today after noon on ac-
count of official business in the dis-
trict. 

Mr. COLE (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of exam-
ining damage in his district due to se-
vere weather. 

Mr. KING of Iowa (at the request of 
Mr. DELAY) for today on account of 
family commitments.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCDERMOTT) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. INSLEE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SHERMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 

Ms. WATSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, 

for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. BALDWIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LANGEVIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. LEE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. MEEKs of New York, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. ENGEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MARKEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. LOFGREN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SANDERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BURNS) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
May 13, 14, 15, and 16. 

Mr. BURNS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SHUSTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, for 5 minutes, 

today.
f 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 

Bills of the Senate of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows:

S. 113. An act to amend the Foreign Intel-
ligence Surveillance Act of 1978 to cover in-
dividuals, other than United States persons, 
who engage in international terrorism with-
out affiliation with an international ter-
rorist group; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, in addition to the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

S. 165. An act to improve air cargo secu-
rity; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 44 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Tuesday, May 
13, 2003, at 12:30 p.m., for morning hour 
debates.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

2122. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting requests 
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for FY 2004 budget amendments for the De-
partments of Agriculture, Energy, Housing 
and Urban Development, the Interior, Jus-
tice, Labor, and Transportation; the Office of 
Personnel Mangement; and the Farm Credit 
Administration; (H. Doc. No. 108—70); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

2123. A letter from the Under Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s report entitled, ‘‘Distribution of 
DoD Depot Maintenance Workloads Fiscal 
Years 2003 and 2007’’; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

2124. A letter from the Director, Division of 
Scientific Planning and Policy Analysis, De-
partment of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s enclosed ‘‘Er-
rata’’ sheet regarding the FY 2001 National 
Institutesof Health Annual Report on Health 
Disparities Research; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

2125. A letter from the Executive Director, 
District of Columbia Retirement Board, 
transmitting the personal financial disclo-
sure statements of Board members, pursuant 
to D.C. Code section 1—732 and 1—
734(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

2126. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Endangered and Threatened 
Wildlife and Plants; Designation of Critical 
Habitat for Five Plant Species from the 
Northwestern Hawaiian Islands, Hawaii 
(RIN: 1018-AH09) received May 5, 2003, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Resources. 

2127. A letter from the Secretary, Judicial 
Conference of the United States, transmit-
ting recommendations for the uniform per-
centage adjustment of each dollar amount 
specified in Title 11 regarding bankruptcy 
administration and in 28 U.S.C. 1930 with re-
spect to bankruptcy fees, pursuant to 11 
U.S.C. 104 note; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

2128. A letter from the Chair, United States 
Sentencing Commission, transmitting a re-
port required by section 225(c) of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002, Pub. L. 107-296 en-
titled, ‘‘Increased Penalties For Cyber Secu-
rity Offenses’’; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

2129. A letter from the Chair, United States 
Sentencing Commission, transmitting a re-
port required by section 314 of the Bipartisan 
Campaign Reform Act of 2002, Pub. L. 107-155 
entitled, ‘‘Increased Penalties For Campaign 
Finance Offenses and Legislative Rec-
ommendations’’; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

2130. A letter from the Chair, United States 
Sentencing Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s amendments to the sentencing 
guidelines, policy statements, and official 
commentary, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 994(p); to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

2131. A letter from the Senior Attorney, 
Research and Special Program Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Haz-
ardous Materials: Requirements for Mainte-
nance, Requalification, Repair and Use of 
DOT Specification Cylinders; Response to 
Appeals and Extension of Compliance Dates 
[Docket No. RSPA-01-10373 (HM-220D)] (RIN: 
2137-AD58) received May 6, 2003, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

2132. A letter from the Acting Deputy Gen-
eral Counsel, Small Business Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Small Business Size Standards; Job 
Corps Centers (RIN: 3245-AF02) received May 
5, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Small Business. 

2133. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Rules and Regula-
tions (Rev. Proc. 2003-29) received May 6, 
2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

2134. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Eligible Deferred 
Compensation Plans under Section 457 [No-
tice 2003-20] received May 6, 2003, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

2135. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Amounts received 
Under Accident and Health Plans (Rev. Rul. 
2003-43) received May 6, 2003, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

2136. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Deferred Com-
pensation Plans of State and Local Govern-
ments and Tax Exempt Organizations (Rev. 
Rul. 2003-47) received May 6, 2003, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

2137. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Guidance Under 
Section 1502; Amendment of Waiver of Loss 
Carryovers from Separate Return Limitation 
Years received May 6, 2003, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

2138. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Constructive 
transfers and transfers of property to a third 
party on behalf of a spouse [TD 9035] (1545-
AX99) received May 6, 2003, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

2139. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Earnings Calcula-
tion for Returned or Recharacterized IRA 
Contributions [TD 9056] (RIN: 1545-BA82) re-
ceived may 6, 2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

2140. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Purpose and scope 
of exception of reorganization exchanges 
(Rev. Rul. 2003-48) received May 6, 2003, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

2141. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Low-Income Hous-
ing Credit (Rev. Rul. 2003-44) received May 6, 
2003, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

2142. A letter from the Chief, Regulations 
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting 
the Service’s final rule — Gaming Industry 
Tip Compliance Agreement Program (Rev. 
Proc. 2003-35) received May 6, 2003, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

2143. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the 2002 An-
nual Report to Congress on activities of the 
Department of Energy in response to rec-
ommendations and other interactions with 
the Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board, 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 2286e(b); jointly to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce and 
Armed Services. 

2144. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Economic Development, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting the annual report 
on the activities of the Economic Develop-
ment Administration for Fiscal Year 2001, 
pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 3217; jointly to the 
Committees on Transportation and Infra-
structure and International Relations.

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the 
following action was taken by the 
Speaker:

H.R. 1000. The Committee on Ways and 
Means discharged. Referred to the 
Committeee on the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

H.R. 1904. The Committee on Resources 
discharged. 

f 

REPORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. GOODLATTE: Committee on Agri-
culture. H.R. 1904. A bill to improve the ca-
pacity of the Secretary of Agriculture and 
the Secretary of the Interior to plan and 
conduct hazardous fuels reduction projects 
on National Forest System lands and Bureau 
of Land Management lands aimed at pro-
tecting communities, watersheds, and cer-
tain other at-risk lands from catastrophic 
wildfire, to enhance efforts to protect water-
sheds and address threats to forest and 
rangeland health, including catastrophic 
wildfire, across the landscape, and for other 
purposes; referred to the Committee on Judi-
ciary for a period ending not later than May 
16, 2003, for consideration for such provisions 
of the bill as fall within the jurisdiction of 
that committee pursuant to clause 1(k), rule 
X (Rept. 108–96, Pt 1). 

f

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED 
BILL 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the 
following action was taken by the 
Speaker:

H.R. 1904. Referral to the Committee on 
Resources extended for a period ending not 
later than May 9, 2003.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. BACHUS (for himself, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. OXLEY, and Mr. FRANK 
of Massachusetts): 

H.R. 2043. A bill to establish a mechanism 
for developing uniform United States posi-
tions on issues before the Basel Committee 
on Banking Supervision at the Bank for 
International Settlements, to require a re-
view on the most recent recommendation of 
the Basel Committee for an accord on cap-
ital standards, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. RUSH (for himself, Mr. STUPAK, 
Mr. GORDON, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
ENGEL, Ms. LEE, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
WYNN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. WATSON, 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. WAL-
DEN of Oregon, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-
ginia, Mr. CLAY, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-
nois, Mr. OWENS, Mr. DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Mr. DINGELL, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. MEEKS of New York, 
Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. GONZALEZ, 
and Mr. UPTON): 

H.R. 2044. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for a deferral of 
tax on gain from the sale of telecommuni-
cations businesses in specific circumstances 
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or a tax credit and other incentives to pro-
mote diversity of ownership in telecommuni-
cations businesses; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ADERHOLT (for himself, Mr. 
AKIN, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. BARTLETT of 
Maryland, Mr. BEAUPREZ, Mrs. 
BLACKBURN, Mr. BONNER, Mr. BRADY 
of Texas, Mr. BROWN of South Caro-
lina, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. CANNON, Mr. 
CANTOR, Mr. CHOCOLA, Mr. CRANE, 
Mr. DELAY, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. GOODE, Mr. 
GOODLATTE, Ms. HART, Mr. HAYES, 
Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. 
ISTOOK, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. 
KING of Iowa, Mr. KLINE, Mr. LEWIS of 
Kentucky, Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky, 
Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mrs. MYRICK, 
Mr. OTTER, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. PENCE, 
Mr. PITTS, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, 
Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. SESSIONS, 
Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. SMITH of New Jer-
sey, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. 
TERRY, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. 
VITTER, Mr. WAMP, Mr. WHITFIELD, 
Mr. WICKER, and Mr. WILSON of South 
Carolina): 

H.R. 2045. A bill to defend the Ten Com-
mandments; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. BACA, Mr. BELL, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CUMMINGS, 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. DELAHUNT, 
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO, 
Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
HILL, Mr. HOLT, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
HOYER, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. LEE, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of 
California, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. ORTIZ, 
Mr. PALLONE, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. PRICE 
of North Carolina, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. SABO, Mr. SANDLIN, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, 
Ms. WATERS, Mr. WAXMAN, and Mr. 
BALLANCE): 

H.R. 2046. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to rebuild America through 
job creation; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HOUGHTON (for himself and 
Mr. RANGEL): 

H.R. 2047. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the work oppor-
tunity credit and the welfare-to-work credit; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GILCHREST: 
H.R. 2048. A bill to extend the period for re-

imbursement under the Fishermen’s Protec-
tive Act of 1967, and to reauthorize the 
Yukon River Restoration and Enhancement 
Fund; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself, Mr. 
WELDON of Florida, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. WYNN, Mr. RANGEL, 
Mr. TERRY, Mr. FROST, Mr. TAYLOR of 
Mississippi, and Mr. THOMPSON of 
Mississippi): 

H.R. 2049. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act with respect to testing 
pregnant women and newborn infants for in-
fection with the human immunodeficiency 
virus; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

By Mr. ACKERMAN (for himself and 
Mr. WEXLER): 

H.R. 2050. A bill to prohibit cooperation 
with or assistance to any investigation or 
prosecution under a universal jurisdiction 
statute; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H.R. 2051. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to study the suitability and 
feasibility of designating the Wolf House, lo-
cated in Norfolk, Arkansas, as a unit of the 
National Park System, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. BURR (for himself, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. PRICE 
of North Carolina, and Mr. MARKEY): 

H.R. 2052. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to preserve localism, to fos-
ter and promote the diversity of television 
programming, to foster and promote com-
petition, and to prevent excessive concentra-
tion of ownership of the nation’s television 
broadcast stations; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

By Mr. CAPUANO (for himself, Mr. 
FLETCHER, Ms. NORTON, Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr. MCNUL-
TY, Mr. FROST, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. LEE, 
Mr. REYES, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. MARKEY, 
and Mr. BACA): 

H.R. 2053. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services to award 
grants to associate degree schools of nursing 
and professional nursing organizations to 
improve nursing education, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. JOHN: 
H.R. 2054. A bill to amend the Bill Emerson 

Humanitarian Trust Act to provide clarifica-
tion with respect to the period of time for 
which funds may be held in the trust estab-
lished under that Act; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. JONES of North Carolina: 
H.R. 2055. A bill to amend Public Law 89-

366 to allow for an adjustment in the number 
of free roaming horses permitted in Cape 
Lookout National Seashore; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

By Mr. MCINNIS: 
H.R. 2056. A bill to amend the Trade Act of 

1974 to include certain specialty metals as 
import-sensitive articles that are ineligible 
for duty-free treatment under the general-
ized system of preferences program under 
title V of that Act; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MCINNIS (for himself, Mr. 
GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. RYAN of 
Wisconsin, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. 
PETRI, and Mrs. MUSGRAVE): 

H.R. 2057. A bill to provide for a multi-
agency cooperative effort to encourage fur-
ther research regarding the causes of chronic 
wasting disease and methods to control the 
further spread of the disease in deer and elk 
herds, to monitor the incidence of the dis-
ease, to support State efforts to control the 
disease, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources, and in addition to the 
Committee on Agriculture, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. MENENDEZ: 
H.R. 2058. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to provide a grant to the 
State of New Jersey for the construction of 
a memorial to the New Jersey victims of the 
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001; to 
the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. PEARCE (for himself, Mr. 
UDALL of New Mexico, and Mrs. WIL-
SON of New Mexico): 

H.R. 2059. A bill to designate Fort Bayard 
Historic District in the State of New Mexico 
as a National Historic Landmark, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources. 

By Mr. PLATTS: 
H.R. 2060. A bill to amend the Law Enforce-

ment Pay Equity Act of 2000 to permit cer-

tain annuitants of the retirement programs 
of the United States Park Police and United 
States Secret Service Uniformed Division to 
receive the adjustments in pension benefits 
to which such annuitants would otherwise be 
entitled as a result of the conversion of 
members of the United States Park Police 
and United States Secret Service Uniformed 
Division to a new salary schedule under the 
amendments made by such Act; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and Mr. 
CUMMINGS): 

H.R. 2061. A bill to make improvements 
with respect to the Drug-Free Media Cam-
paign Act of 1998 and to authorize such Cam-
paign through fiscal year 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia (for herself, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BACA, Mr. BERMAN, 
Mr. CAPUANO, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. DELAHUNT, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. FARR, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mr. HOLT, Mrs. JOHNSON of 
Connecticut, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. OLVER, 
Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. SHER-
MAN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. STARK, 
Mrs. TAUSCHER, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. 
WAXMAN, and Mr. WEXLER): 

H.R. 2062. A bill to restore freedom of 
choice to women in the uniformed services 
serving outside the United States; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SCHIFF (for himself, Mr. DIN-
GELL, Mr. FROST, Mr. LARSEN of 
Washington, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 
MCDERMOTT, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. CASE, 
Ms. WATSON, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and 
Mr. WEXLER): 

H.R. 2063. A bill to authorize the use of Co-
operative Threat Reduction funds for 
projects and activities to address prolifera-
tion threats outside the states of the former 
Soviet Union, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him-
self, Mr. RENZI, and Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey): 

H.R. 2064. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude certain sever-
ance payments from gross income for em-
ployees who are laid off; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. TIBERI (for himself, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. WICKER, and Mr. MATHE-
SON): 

H.R. 2065. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to exempt licensed fu-
neral directors and licensed embalmers from 
the minimum wage and overtime compensa-
tion requirements of that Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Ms. WATERS: 
H.R. 2066. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to increase the allowance for 
burial expenses of certain veterans buried in 
private or State-owned cemeteries; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. WU: 
H.R. 2067. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction from 
gross income to individuals who do not 
itemize deductions; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr. FARR, 
Mr. BLUNT, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. TANNER, Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, 
Mr. BOYD, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. SHAW, 
Mr. LANTOS, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode 
Island, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. PORTER, Mr. DELAHUNT, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BOEHLERT, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. UPTON, 
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Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. 
BORDALLO, Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Ms. 
BERKLEY, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. 
CASE): 

H. Con. Res. 172. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the 20th Annual National Tour-
ism Week; to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself and Mr. 
LANTOS): 

H. Con. Res. 173. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing the historic significance of the 55th 
anniversary of the founding of the state of 
Israel and reaffirming the bonds of friendship 
and cooperation between the United States 
and Israel; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Florida: 
H. Con. Res. 174. Concurrent resolution 

calling on the President to request former 
President Jimmy Carter, and members of the 
Carter Center, to assist the Office of Recon-
struction and Humanitarian Assistance for 
Post-War Iraq (ORHA); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

By Mr. PAYNE (for himself, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Ms. 
BERKLEY, Mr. BERMAN, Ms. GINNY 
BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mr. CROW-
LEY, Mr. DICKS, Mr. DOYLE, Ms. 
ESHOO, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. HINCHEY, 
Mr. HOLT, Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, 
Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. 
LEE, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. 
MARKEY, Mr. PALLONE, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Ms. 
WATSON): 

H. Con. Res. 175. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
Parthenon Marbles should be returned to 
Greece; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

By Mr. PLATTS: 
H. Con. Res. 176. Concurrent resolution 

supporting the goals and ideals of Financial 
Planning Week, recognizing the significant 
impact of sound financial planning on 
achieving life’s goals, and honoring Amer-
ican families and the financial planning pro-
fession for their adherence and dedication to 
the financial planning process; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

By Mr. WU (for himself, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. BROWN of 
Ohio, and Mr. CHABOT): 

H. Res. 228. A resolution declaring that the 
warm relations and bilateral exchanges be-
tween the people of the United States and 
the people of Taiwan should continue and 
grow deeper, recognizing the important con-
tributions of Taiwanese-Americans to the 
United States, and supporting the goals and 
ideals of Taiwanese-American Heritage 
Week; to the Committee on International 
Relations.

f 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows:

36. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of 
the Legislature of the State of Arizona, rel-
ative to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 
1026 memorializing the United States Con-
gress to express support for the President 
and Armed Forces of the United States of 
America; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

37. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Montana, relative to Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 26 memorializing the 
United States Congress to appropriate just 
compensation to the State for the impact of 
federal land ownership on the State’s ability 
to fund public education; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

38. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of New Mexico, relative to Senate 
Memorial No. 56 memorializing the United 
States Congress that the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission be requested to 
withdraw its current standard market design 
for the nation’s wholesale electricity mar-
kets; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

39. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 1 memorializing the 
United States Congress that the Legislature 
designates April 24, 2003, as the ‘‘California 
Day of Remembrance for the Armenian 
Genocide of 1915-1923’’; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

40. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Wyoming, relative to Enrolled 
Joint Resolution No. 3 memorializing the 
United States Congress that the legislature 
declares the existence of a state of emer-
gency due to a shortage of water available to 
Wyoming caused in significant part by the 
deteriorating conditions of the state’s water-
sheds located on federal lands; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

41. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Arizona, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 1022 memorializing 
the United States Congress to rescind all of 
the state’s previous calls for a constitutional 
convention to amend the constitution of the 
United States; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

42. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Arizona, relative to House Me-
morial No. 2001 memorializing the United 
States Congress to consider legislation that 
would provide greater federal resources to 
border states for border enforcement; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

43. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Wyoming, relative to Enrolled 
Joint Resolution No. 1 memorializing the 
United States Congress to equalize the tax 
treatment of employer-provided and individ-
ually purchased health insurance by creating 
a tax credit for the full amount of insurance 
purchased by individuals; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

44. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of California, relative to Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 13 memorializing the 
United States Congress to amend federal se-
lective service and immigration laws to 
grant the right of citizenship to any and all 
immigrants who honorably serve in the mili-
tary; jointly to the Committees on Armed 
Services and the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 20: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 58: Mr. KLINE, Mr. SAXTON, and Mr. 
BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 

H.R. 102: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida and Mr. ORTIZ. 

H.R. 111: Mr. RENZI, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
Mr. PETRI, and Mr. COLLINS. 

H.R. 176: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 192: Ms. HARRIS. 
H.R. 195: Mr. WICKER. 
H.R. 235: Mr. COBLE, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. 

TERRY, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. SIMPSON, 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, and Mr. 
ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 266: Mr. MATHESON, and Mrs. MILLER 
of Michigan. 

H.R. 284: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, Mr. 
GILCHREST, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, 
and Mrs. BLACKBURN. 

H.R. 296: Mr. BISHOP of New York, Mr. 
WEINER, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. TOOMEY. 

H.R. 300: Mr. HEFLEY. 
H.R. 303: Mr. CUNNINGHAM: Mr. RADANO-

VICH, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. WELDON of Florida, 
and Mr. GALLEGLY. 

H.R. 331: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA and Mr. 
GOODE. 

H.R. 348: Mr. FOSSELLA. 
H.R. 438: Mr. KOLBE. 
H.R. 442: Mr. MORAN of Kansas and Mr. 

BELL. 
H.R. 450: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 
H.R. 466: Mr. COLLINS and Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 476: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mrs. MCCARTHY of 

New York, and Mr. PLATTS. 
H.R. 515: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 548: Mr. CARTER, Mr. LARSON of Con-

necticut, Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. 
BALLANCE, and Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 569: Mr. MARKEY. 
H.R. 571: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. 

GARY G. MILLER of California, and Mr. 
ISAKSON. 

H.R. 583: Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. COLE, 
Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. SCOTT of 
Georgia, and Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. 

H.R. 593: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 648: Mr. MANZULLO. 
H.R. 709: Mr. GUTKNECHT. 
H.R. 713: Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 716: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. 

SPRATT, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. CASE, Ms. WOOL-
SEY, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, 
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. MATHESON, and Mr. WELDON 
of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 717: Mr. ENGEL, Ms. MCCULLUM, Ms. 
BERKLEY, Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. FIL-
NER, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. CORRINE BROWN 
of Florida, Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. BISHOP of New 
York, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. FROST, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, and Mr. NADLER. 

H.R. 728: Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 
H.R. 737: Mr. ROTHMAN and Mr. LARSEN of 

Washington. 
H.R. 742: Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 

LARSON of Connecticut, Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, and Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 

H.R. 761: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. 

H.R. 767: Mr. BUYER, Mr. RYAN of Wis-
consin, Mr. TERRY, Mr. GUTKNECHT, and Mr. 
GREEN of Wisconsin. 

H.R. 770: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, and Ms. WATERS. 

H.R. 785: Mr. LOBIONDO, and Ms. LORETTA 
SANCHEZ of California. 

H.R. 792: Mr. RENZI and Mr. CARDOZA. 
H.R. 796: Mr. ISRAEL. 
H.R. 800: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon and Mr. 

FOLEY. 
H.R. 806: Mr. HOEFFEL and Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 837: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. LAHOOD, and 

Mr. SOUDER. 
H.R. 839: Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. HULSHOF, Mrs. 

MYRICK, Mr. SIMPSON, Mr. MATHESON, Mr. 
GRAVES, Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire, Mr. 
POMEROY, Mr. BONNER, Mr. OTTER, and Mr. 
WOLF. 

H.R. 871: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.
H.R. 873: Mr. WEXLER, Mr. FILNER, Mr. 

FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. CARSON of 
Oklahoma, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. MCGOVERN, and 
Mr. COSTELLO. 

H.R. 876: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. BISHOP of Geor-
gia, Mr. POMBO, and Ms. CARSON of Indiana. 

H.R. 882: Mr. FERGUSON. 
H.R. 887: Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 
H.R. 898: Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. AKIN, Mr. 

MCNULTY, Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. 
MEEK of Florida, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, and Mrs. 
JONES of Ohio. 

H.R. 919: Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mr. NEY. 
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H.R. 927: Mr. MCCOTTER. 
H.R. 935: Mr. EMANUEL and Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 941: Mrs. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 962: Mr. PALLONE, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. 

DOYLE, Mr. OWENS, and Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 976: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 980: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi and Mr. 

TOWNS. 
H.R. 983: Mr. CALVERT and Ms. SOLIS. 
H.R. 996: Mr. LINDER, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, 

and Mr. OSBORNE. 
H.R. 1031: Mr. RUSH, Mr. CUMMINGS, and 

Ms. WATERS. 
H.R. 1046: Mr. GOODE and Mr. MCNULTY. 
H.R. 1049: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 1063: Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky and Mr. 

POMBO. 
H.R. 1083: Mr. KING of New York, Mr. CAR-

SON of Oklahoma, Mr. STARK, Mr. MORAN of 
Virginia, Mr. ORTIZ, Ms. CARSON of Indiana, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, and Ms. Slaughter. 

H.R. 1108: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and Mr. 
CUMMINGS. 

H.R. 1110: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 
H.R. 1115: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. MCHUGH, and 

Mrs. NORTHUP. 
H.R. 1119: Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. 

ISSA, and Mr. KING of Iowa. 
H.R. 1125: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, 

Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. CARDOZA, 
and Mr. MATSUI. 

H.R. 1137: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1155: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. LIPIN-

SKI, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. HOLT, Mr. BOYD, Mr. 
MANZULLO, Mr. PAUL, and Mr. HINCHEY. 

H.R. 1160: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
COSTELLO, Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, Mr. 
LUCAS of Kentucky, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, and Mr. CLAY. 

H.R. 1162: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 1185: Mr. UDALL of Colorado. 
H.R. 1196: Mr. TIERNEY and Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 1202: Mr. OXLEY. 
H.R. 1225: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. ROGERS of 

Kentucky, Mr. MICHAUD, Ms. ROYBALL-AL-
LARD, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, and Mr. ENGEL. 

H.R. 1226: Mr. WEXLER. 
H.R. 1229: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey and 

Mrs. NORTHUP. 
H.R. 1231: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. RYAN of Wis-

consin, Mr. FORD, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MORAN of Kansas, and Mr. GAR-
RETT of New Jersey.

H.R. 1238: Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 1257: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-

ida. 
H.R. 1267: Mr. HOEFFEL, Mr. EMANUEL, and 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 1276: Mr. BONNER and Ms. PRYCE of 

Ohio. 
H.R. 1279: Mr. BALLANCE, Mr. KINGSTON, 

and Mr. HYDE. 
H.R. 1294: Ms. HARMAN. 
H.R. 1295: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. LANTOS, and 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1301: Mr. LAHOOD, Ms. CARSON of Indi-

ana, Mr. GORDON, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. 
MARKEY. 

H.R. 1309: Mr. SANDLIN. 
H.R. 1310: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. OTTER, and Mrs. 

NORTHUP. 
H.R. 1359: Mr. FROST. 
H.R. 1381: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 

COSTELLO, and Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 1386: Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr. SMITH 

of New Jersey. 
H.R. 1388: Mr. FROST, Mr. HALL, Mr. MORAN 

of Virginia, Mr. UPTON, and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 1426: Mr. POMBO. 
H.R. 1429: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 1430: Mr. WEXLER, Ms. LOFGREN, and 

Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California. 
H.R. 1440: Mr. LANTOS. 
H.R. 1443: Mr. LUCAS of Kentucky and Mr. 

GILLMOR. 
H.R. 1472: Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. WELDON of 

Pennsylvania, Mr. LAHOOD, and Ms.
LOFGREN.

H.R. 1473: Mr. ANDREWS. 
H.R. 1478: Mrs. MUSGRAVE.
H.R. 1479: Mr. FORBES.
H.R. 1511: Mr. HASTERT, Mr. SMITH of New 

Jersey, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. BUYER, Mr. CROWLEY, 
Mr. WEINER, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. GOSS, Mr. 
HOUGHTON, Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. 
MORAN of Kansas, Mr. PETRI, Mr. WHITFIELD, 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr. OSBORNE, Mr. 
CARTER, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. 
PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. LEACH, Mr. 
TERRY, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. 
SHERWOOD, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr. 
TIAHRT, Mr. TURNER of Ohio, Mr. VITTER, Mr. 
ISSA, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. DREIER, Mr. 
SOUDER, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 

H.R. 1517: Mr. TERRY, Mr. HAYWORTH, and 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1536: Mr. MCNULTY and Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 1540: Mr. VAN HOLLEN.
H.R. 1568: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. FATTAH. 
H.R. 1638: Mr. CARDOZA and Mr. MILLER of 

Florida. 
H.R. 1652: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. WATT, Mr. 

ACKERMAN, and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 1691: Mr. POMBO, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. 

GINNEY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mr. FROST, 
and Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. 

H.R. 1694: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts and 
Mr. GRIJALVA. 

H.R. 1704: Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. Corrine Brown 
of Florida, Mr. FROST, Ms. KILPATRICK, Ms. 
Loretta Sanchez of California, Mr. OWENS, 
Mr. Grijalva, and Mr. BOSWELL. 

H.R. 1708: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. MURTHA, and Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 1710: Mr. ROSS, Mr. GOODE, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. SMITH of 
Washington. 

H.R. 1714: Mr. LINDER, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. PASTOR, and 
Mr. SMITH of Washington. 

H.R. 1717: Ms. BERKLEY. 
H.R. 1734: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. GARRETT of 

New Jersey, and Mr. HINCHEY. 
H.R. 1735: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. ACEVEDO-

VILA, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. GILLMOR, 
and Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 1738: Ms. WATERS, Mr. PALLONE, and 
Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. 

H.R. 1767: Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. GUTKNECHT, 
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. DOOLEY of 
California, and Mr. TANCREDO. 

H.R. 1769: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. 
MCINTYRE, Mr. COBLE, Mr. GILLMOR, and Mr. 
FORBES. 

H.R. 1776: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. 
H.R. 1795: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 1796: Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois. 
H.R. 1803: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. 

SCHAKOWSKY, and Mr. SCHIFF. 
H.R. 1807: Mr. GOODE and Mr. ENGLISH. 
H.R. 1808: Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey.
H.R. 1812: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. CUMMINGS, 

and Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 1814: Mr. PASTOR and Mr. HASTINGS of 

Florida. 

H.R. 1819: Mr. NETHERCUTT. 
H.R. 1839: Mr. FEENEY. 
H.R. 1868: Mr. FROST, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 

LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. OWENS, Mr. CUMMINGS, 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. WYNN, and 
Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 1873: Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. NEY, and Mr. 
FROST. 

H.R. 1890: Mr. CRANE and Mr. HULSHOF. 
H.R. 1894: Mr. WOOLSEY. 
H.R. 1902: Mr. COOPER, Mr. FILNER, Ms. LO-

RETTA SANCHEZ of California, and Mr. WYNN. 
H.R. 1904: Mr. BROWN of South Carolina, 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina, Mr. BURNS, 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. SWEENEY, and 
Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 

H.R. 1905: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. WEXLER, and 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. 

H.R. 1908: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 1910: Mr. WICKER, Mr. VITTER, Mr. 

RODRIGUEZ, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. THOMP-
SON of California, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
FILNER, Ms. LEE, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Mr. WYNN, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. 
LANGEVIN, Ms. MCCOLLUM, and Mr. PASTOR. 

H.R. 1927: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, and Mr. HERGER. 

H.R. 1933: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. HONDA, Ms. 
LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California, and Mr. 
CASE. 

H.R. 1934: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. 
H.R. 1954: Ms. SOLIS and Mr. DREIER. 
H.R. 1963: Mr. WAMP, Mr. TURNER of Texas, 

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, and Mr. JANKLOW. 
H.R. 1981: Ms. MCCOLLUM and Mr. MCNUL-

TY. 
H.R. 1999: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. FARR, Mr. 

GERLACH, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. LANTOS, and Mr. 
CLAY. 

H.R. 2009: Mr. FROST, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
NUSSLE, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. MURPHY, Mr. GER-
LACH, Ms. DUNN, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. WELLER, Mr. 
COLLINS, Mr. JANKLOW, Mr. KLINE, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. 
HAYWORTH, Mr. GOSS, Ms. HART, Mr. GUT-
KNECHT, Mr. COBLE, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
RAMSTAD, and Mr. CANTOR. 

H.R. 2023: Mr. BASS, Mr. MCNULTY, and Mr. 
ENGEL. 

H.R. 2030: Mr. KANJORSKI, Ms. HARMAN, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
FORD, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California, 
Mr. FILNER, Mr. ACEVEDO-VILA, Mr. MOL-
LOHAN, and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 

H.R. 2039: Mr. BAKER. 
H.J. Res. 4: Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. 

GUTKNECHT, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. 
BONILLA, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. BACHUS, Mr. 
CHABOT, and Mr. SMITH of Washington. 

H.J. Res. 8: Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.J. Res. 36: Mr. HOEFFEL. 
H.J. Res. 37: Mr. WALSH. 
H. Con. Res. 93: Mrs. BONO. 
H. Con. Res. 116: Mr. NEY. 
H. Con. Res. 121: Mr. HOEFFEL. 
H. Con. Res. 143: Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 

of Florida. 
H. Con. Res. 152: Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. 

RODRIGUEZ, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. FROST, 
Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, and Mr. MCIN-
TYRE. 

H. Con. Res. 164: Mr. COLLINS. 
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H. Res. 20: Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. BORDALLO, 

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. COOPER, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KIRK, 
Mr. LANTOS, Ms. LEE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. OWENS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. STARK, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WYNN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Mr. CONYERS, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. 
MEEKS of New York, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Florida, Ms. WATSON, Mr. 
DELAHUNT, Mr. FORD, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. WOLF, Mr. MAT-

SUI, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms. 
WATERS, and Mr. HONDA. 

H. Res. 45: Mrs. MUSGRAVE. 
H. Res. 137: Mr. LEVIN, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 

EMANUEL, and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H. Res. 142: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H. Res. 157: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. KUCINICH, and 

Mr. WEXLER.
H. Res. 193: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mr. 

GUTIERREZ. 
H. Res. 199: Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. WOLF, 

Mr. ISAKSON, and Mr. MCNULTY. 
H. Res. 211: Mr. AKIN and Mrs. MILLER of 

Michigan. 

H. Res. 222: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. SAM JOHNSON 
of Texas, and Mr. DELAY. 

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 20: Mr. CHOCOLA. 
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. STEVENS). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Once 
again, we are privileged to have our 
guest Chaplain, Rev. Charles V. 
Antonicelli, of St. Joseph’s Catholic 
Church on Capitol Hill, lead us in pray-
er. 

PRAYER 
The guest Chaplain offered the fol-

lowing prayer: 
Heavenly Father, we give You thanks 

this day. With the Psalmist we pro-
claim: 

Praise the Lord, all you nations; glorify 
him all you peoples! For steadfast is his 
kindness toward us, and the fidelity of the 
Lord endures forever. 

We ask Your continued blessing on us 
as we seek to do Your will. Protect 
those who risk their lives to keep us 
free, Lord, and keep us always grateful 
for their sacrifice. 

Bless the women and men of this 
Senate. Enkindle in them Your Spirit 
of justice and compassion; of service 
and sacrifice; of love and under-
standing, so that they may be Your in-
struments of peace in our world. 

We ask this in Your holy name. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore led the 

Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the majority leader 

is recognized to speak as in morning 
business. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing the Senate will resume consider-
ation of the energy bill. When we re-
turn to the energy bill, I will be offer-
ing the first amendment. That amend-
ment will be the ethanol amendment 
that a number of Senators referred to 
during yesterday’s session. This 
amendment will be offered on behalf of 
myself and Senator DASCHLE as a lead-
ership amendment. 

Today, Members are welcome to 
speak on that amendment or the en-
ergy bill in general. However, as I an-
nounced, there will be no rollcall votes 
during today’s session. 

On Monday, the Senate will begin 
consideration of the jobs/growth bill. 
The order allows for up to 2 hours of 
consideration during Monday’s session, 
but there will be no rollcall votes on 
Monday as well. 

I will have more to say on next 
week’s schedule later today, but look-
ing over that schedule this morning, at 
this juncture I do want to tell my col-
leagues it is going to be a very busy 
week that likely will go late Friday. 
Although I am not planning to go into 
Saturday, in looking at what we need 
to accomplish next week in terms of 
the jobs and growth package, in ad-
dressing, on Thursday, HIV/AIDS, and 
then during the week, on Friday or 
sometime during the week addressing 
the issue surrounding the debt limit— 
all three of those issues we need to 
complete next week. I do want to no-
tify my colleagues, it is going to be a 
long week that will likely extend late 
into Friday. 

At this time I have a statement on 
another subject. The subject is being 
introduced and talked about in terms 
of the backdrop of what we have seen 
occur in the last 5 months on the floor 
of the Senate in terms of the use of a 

filibuster being used in an unprece-
dented way with regard to the nomina-
tions for judicial vacancies. 

f 

AMENDING SENATE RULES 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, with some 
regret but determination, and along 
with 11 Senators, I submit today—let 
me read the list of Senators at this 
juncture who are cosponsors of this 
resolution, a resolution to amend the 
Senate rules. The cosponsors are: Sen-
ators MILLER, MCCONNELL, STEVENS, 
SANTORUM, KYL, HUTCHISON, ALLEN, 
LOTT, HATCH, CORNYN, and CHAMBLISS. 

I submit a resolution to amend the 
Senate rules. At this point I will send 
the resolution to the desk. I ask it be 
referred to the appropriate committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this 
amendment will change the way the 
Senate concludes debate on Presi-
dential nominees. No longer will it be 
necessary to overcome a 60-vote barrier 
before Senators can exercise their 
power to consent to a nomination. 

Five months into the 108th Congress, 
we confront multiple filibusters of 
highly qualified and intellectually su-
perior judicial nominees, filibusters 
that are unfair to the nominees, unfair 
to the President, and unfair to the ma-
jority of Senators—Senators who are 
ready to confirm them. 

Of course, we all fully respect and 
honor the views of any Senator who 
differs from our own assessment on the 
quality of any particular nomination, 
and I think if he or she finds a par-
ticular nominee unfit for any reason, 
they should vote to reject. But by de-
nying the right of an up-or-down vote 
on a nominee and choosing, rather, to 
filibuster, they deny the Senate and 
each Senator the right to vote at all. 

The remedy is filibuster reform. Over 
time, many Democrats as well as many 
Republicans have proposed changes to 
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introduce greater fairness in the Sen-
ate rules. It is to these proposals that 
I have looked in crafting this resolu-
tion. 

My proposal is similar to S. Res. 85, 
proposed in March by my distinguished 
Democratic colleague from Georgia, 
Senator ZELL MILLER. It also tracks a 
recommendation offered in 1995 by the 
distinguished Democratic Senators 
from Iowa and Connecticut, TOM HAR-
KIN and JOE LIEBERMAN. Both the Har-
kin-Lieberman and the Miller resolu-
tions provide for declining cloture re-
quirements of 60, 57, 54, and 51 on suc-
cessive cloture motions. They rep-
resent a wholesale reform of the clo-
ture rule, applying to every debatable 
proposition. 

My resolution is different. My resolu-
tion, by contrast, is more narrowly tai-
lored, tailored to respond to the prob-
lem at hand. My resolution applies 
only to nominations. It leaves the rest 
of rule XXII unamended. It addresses 
the very specific defect that needs re-
pair. 

There are other differences, however 
minor, from these other cloture reform 
efforts. Unlike these earlier proposals, 
mine would not allow a cloture motion 
to be filed until a nomination had been 
pending before the Senate for at least 
12 hours. This provision tracks lan-
guage that the distinguished Demo-
cratic leader inserted into S. Res. 8, 
the power-sharing resolution he intro-
duced in the last Congress. 

I share his purpose to ensure that 
there exists an adequate foundation of 
debate before cloture is sought. 

My resolution also provides for a step 
below constitutional majority of 51 
votes on the fourth cloture attempt. 
Under my proposal, further cloture mo-
tions will require a majority of all Sen-
ators present and voting. This provi-
sion is included in response to col-
leagues who believe that supermajority 
voting requirements on nominations 
are unconstitutional. If 95 Senators are 
present, a 51-vote threshold is still a 
supermajority. Cloture by a majority 
of Senators present and voting has 
deep historical roots among Senate 
Democrats. 

In past years, such a change was of-
fered by eminent and distinguished 
Senators such as Hubert Humphrey of 
Minnesota, Paul Douglas of Illinois, 
and Wayne Morse of Oregon. These 
Senators proposed to reach all Senate 
debate, not just nominations. 

Under the proposed new procedures, 
cloture cannot be precipitously in-
voked. Not only is there a 12-hour wait-
ing period, but in addition, the resolu-
tion tracks the provision from the Har-
kin-Lieberman and Miller initiatives 
that one cloture motion cannot be filed 
until disposition of the prior cloture 
vote. This is contrary to the present 
operation of rule XXII which permits 
multiple cloture motions to be ad-
vanced without waiting for the out-
come of the cloture motion previously 
filed. Between the time a nomination 
is brought to the floor and the moment 

that it can be confirmed by a simple 
majority vote, the elapsed time would 
be 13 session days. 

I stated that I regret having to intro-
duce this resolution. The right to de-
bate is not unlimited but, indeed, it is 
precious and important. My first vote 
as a U.S. Senator was in 1995 to table 
the Harkin-Lieberman resolution even 
though I was a freshman in a newly 
elected majority, and the cloture 
amendment they proposed would have 
advanced our party. By contrast, in the 
Senate today are nine Democratic Sen-
ators who voted in favor of the sweep-
ing Harkin-Lieberman reform. I ask: 
Will they now support my more narrow 
remedy? 

I was presiding when the distin-
guished Democratic Senator from West 
Virginia, ROBERT BYRD, took to the 
floor to contend that Harkin-Lieber-
man was unnecessary because it was 
primarily aimed at controlling filibus-
ters on motions to proceed. ‘‘No need 
to change the rules,’’ said the Senator, 
‘‘because a leader could avoid such fili-
buster by offering nondebatable mo-
tions in the morning hour.’’ The Sen-
ator did not argue the absence of a 
problem but, rather, the presence of an 
alternative solution, a safety valve so 
further limiting of debate was not re-
quired. 

I was persuaded by his logic. I op-
posed then, and would oppose now, 
comprehensive change in rules gov-
erning Senate debate. 

However, in the case of nominations, 
the safety valve of an alternative solu-
tion is not as readily at hand. Under 
existing cloture rules, the filibuster of 
a nomination is the last word and it is 
fatal. 

Filibustering nominations is a rel-
atively new phenomenon, even as to 
the nominees for the executive branch, 
and it has emerged in this Congress as 
a particular problem relative to Fed-
eral judges. Prior to this year, the 
record number of cloture votes on any 
nominee was three, and on a judicial 
nominee the record was two. Already, 
we have had six cloture votes on the 
nomination of Miguel Estrada to the 
District of Columbia Circuit Court of 
Appeals, two cloture votes on the nom-
ination of Priscilla Owen to the Fifth 
Circuit Court of Appeals, and indeed 
threats from the minority for addi-
tional filibusters on other nominees. 
Clearly, we have entered upon a new 
era, damaging to the Senate as an in-
stitution, where a majority will be de-
nied its right to consent to a nomina-
tion because a minority will filibuster 
to hold that nomination hostage. 

The need to reform the filibuster on 
nominations is obvious, and it is now 
urgent. Many will contend that the 
Senate should not rubberstamp Presi-
dential appointments. I fully concur. 
The Senate’s responsibility under arti-
cle II to advise and consent is critical 
to maintaining the checks and bal-
ances of our constitutional system. For 
reasons sufficient unto itself, the Sen-
ate may reject any nominee. Brought 

forward to a vote, the Supreme Court 
nominations of Clement Haynsworth, 
G. Harrold Carswell, and Robert Bork 
all failed on the Senate floor, and not 
by filibuster. Scholars may argue 
whether these nominees should have 
been turned aside, but no one can dis-
pute the Senate’s right to reject them. 
The Senate’s constitutional role must 
never be diminished. 

In the case of Miguel Estrada and 
Priscilla Owen, it is plain that the 
votes to confirm are present. They 
have the support of a majority of Sen-
ators. But the votes to confirm cannot 
be taken because these debates have 
been tainted by filibuster. Without fili-
buster reform, a disciplined minority 
can cast an ever-lengthening shadow 
over the confirmation process. Through 
reform, we will respect the right of all 
Senators to act upon a nomination 
brought to the floor. In so doing, we 
will strengthen the Senate as an insti-
tution and enhance its constitutional 
purpose. 

It is unfortunate that we have come 
to this point. I would have far preferred 
that nominations be given a floor vote 
after full and free debate. As the fili-
buster strategy emerged, I tried many 
times without success to secure agree-
ments to vote at a time certain. Want-
ing to respect minority rights and, in-
deed, the right of all Senators, I with-
held filing for cloture on the Estrada 
nomination until it had been pending 
for 13 days. 

But just as I act with regret, I act 
with determination. For almost all our 
Nation’s history, filibustering nomina-
tions was unheard of and unknown. It 
was unknown when the cloture rule 
was adopted in 1917. It was unknown 
when the rule was extended to nomina-
tions in 1949. The renowned filibusters 
of the 1950s and 1960s never involved 
filibustering a judge. Senator Richard 
Russell of Georgia led both filibusters, 
but even in the face of glowing judicial 
activism neither he nor his allies ever 
filibustered a judge. 

Obviously, some respected traditions 
have changed. Senate rules are not im-
mutable. Senate norms have altered 
over time, and our rules have changed 
in response. The initial cloture rule of 
1917 was a reaction to cumulative and 
growing consternation over years of 
uncontrolled filibusters. The 1949 ex-
pansion reflected frustration that the 
original rule was too narrow and ap-
plied only to pending measures. In 1959 
and 1975, the rule was amended because 
the hurdle for cloture was thought to 
be too high. In 1979, Senator BYRD suc-
cessfully amended the rule to elimi-
nate the abuse of postcloture filibuster. 
Before the practice of filibustering 
nominations takes deeper root and 
damages the Senate even more, it is 
time to amend our rules again. I act 
now as a first step to ensure we have a 
confirmation process that is fair to the 
nominees, that is fair to the President, 
and that is fair to all Senators. If we 
achieve that, we will also be fair to the 
American people. 
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THE ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 2003 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 14, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 14) to enhance the energy secu-
rity of the United States, and for other pur-
poses. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 539 
(Purpose: To eliminate methyl tertiary butyl 

ether from the United States fuel supply, 
to increase production and use of renew-
able fuel, and to increase the Nation’s en-
ergy independence) 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. FRIST] 
for himself and Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. INHOFE, 
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. LUGAR, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. DUR-
BIN, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, 
Mr. TALENT, Mr. DAYTON, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. 
EDWARDS, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
DEWINE, and Mr. BAUCUS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 539. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Text of 
Amendments.’’) 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer this renewable fuels 
amendment on behalf of myself and 
Senator DASCHLE, as well as a number 
of other Senators on both sides of the 
aisle who have worked on this impor-
tant issue for a number of years. 

I think the fact that the Democratic 
leader and I have joined together to 
offer this amendment demonstrates the 
significance of this particular issue as 
well as the broad bipartisan support 
that this compromise package enjoys. 

I do want to take this opportunity to 
commend all of the cosponsors of the 
amendment, many of whom came to 
the floor yesterday morning to speak, 
for their hard work, their dedication 
over the years in forging this agree-
ment. I also note that the President 
has made passage of this amendment a 
priority, and I commend him for his 
commitment to getting this done. 

This particular amendment will en-
hance America’s energy independence 
and energy security by increasing the 
use of domestically produced, clean, re-
newable fuels. As the chairman of the 
Energy Committee has pointed out 
many, many times, America is dan-
gerously dependent on foreign oil. We 
currently import 60 percent of the oil 
we consume, and that number is in-
creasing. One of the major goals of this 
energy bill we are debating on the floor 
of the Senate is to reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil. This amendment is 
a critical component of that effort. 

The Frist-Daschle amendment estab-
lishes a national renewable fuels stand-
ard of 5 billion gallons per year by the 
year 2012, nearly tripling the use of 
ethanol and biodiesel over the next 
decade. It phases out the use of MTBE 
over a 4-year period and authorizes 
funding to prevent and clean up MTBE 
contamination from leaking under-
ground tanks. And it repeals the Fed-
eral oxygen content requirement for 
reformulated gasoline, with strong 
antibacksliding language to ensure 
that air quality is not compromised. 

Mr. President, as I said, this amend-
ment is the product of a great deal of 
work by many Members of the Senate 
over the last several years. It is a com-
promise that has broad, bipartisan sup-
port. It will reduce our dependence on 
foreign oil. It will protect the environ-
ment. It will create jobs. It will in-
crease farm incomes. It will stimulate 
investment in rural communities. 

I look forward to working with Sen-
ator DASCHLE and all of the other sup-
porters of this package to get it adopt-
ed as expeditiously as possible. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

minority whip. 
f 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I know the 
schedule of the majority leader is bur-
densome. I do wish to say a few words 
while he is here regarding the proposed 
rule change. 

First of all, I have said, on a number 
of occasions in recent weeks, that I un-
derstand the intensity of the feeling of 
members of the majority—some mem-
bers, not all—on the Miguel Estrada 
nomination and that of Priscilla Owen. 
But I do say, that for people to lament 
that the process is broken regarding 
judges is simply without foundation or 
fact. Mr. President, 124 judges have 
been approved for President Bush—124. 
Two have been held up. 

The number of cloture motions that 
have been filed, for those of us who 
have served in the Senate for some 
time, is somewhat meaningless. The 
reason you continually file new cloture 
motions is if there is a change in the 
vote. And for Priscilla Owen and 
Miguel Estrada, there has not been a 
single vote change—not one. They are 
all the same. So filing those cloture 
motions is just for show; it has no basis 
in substance. 

Now, I do say to the leader that I 
think this is being approached in a 
proper fashion. I think that to go to 
seek a rules change is the way it 
should be done. If you don’t like what 
is going on here, try to change a rule. 

I have been personally—and I am 
sure it has not gone without the notice 
of others—concerned about some of the 
statements made by Members of the 
majority saying they are going to have 
this rule changed regardless of what 
the Rules Committee does; that if it 
does not work out in the Rules Com-
mittee, they are going to come here 

and have the Presiding Officer just say 
what we have been doing is unconstitu-
tional. 

Now, one of the newspapers an-
nounced that this would be nuclear. I 
think, legislatively, nuclear is the 
proper term. 

I have no problem—I say this to the 
majority leader—seeking to change the 
rules. If the rules are changed by a pro-
cedure we have always used here in the 
Senate, I will go along with that. But 
to have something done, that is to say 
suddenly that you cannot have a fili-
buster because it is unconstitutional, 
creates many different problems. Does 
that mean if 11 members of the Judici-
ary—a majority—holds up a judicial 
nominee, that that is unconstitutional 
and it can come immediately to the 
floor? I think not. 

So I recognize—I have been as frus-
trated as anyone trying to get cloture 
motions filed and cloture determined 
on a vote. I can remember when I was 
a relatively new Member of the Sen-
ate—I was not too new then—during 
the Clinton administration and we 
were trying get grazing changed in the 
western part of the United States. We 
had four or five cloture motions filed. 
We got up to 57 or 58 Senators on that 
occasion. And we were moving, filing 
the cloture motions that seemed to be 
gaining status. 

Then suddenly GEORGE MILLER from 
the House and HARRY REID from the 
Senate were called to the White House, 
and the President of the United States, 
Bill Clinton, said: We are not going to 
support you on this anymore. It is over 
with. He had made some arrangements 
with House Members, and our trying to 
get cloture invoked on something we 
believed was very important was, in ef-
fect, pulled out from under us. I can 
still remember that. 

But in those, I say to the majority 
leader, when cloture motions were filed 
by Senator BYRD, we kept gaining 
votes. In relation to Miguel Estrada 
and Priscilla Owen, that is not the 
case. 

So again, I say, that the majority 
leader is approaching this in the Sen-
ate way, the right way. I do say—and I 
know he has had conversations with 
the Democratic leader, and I have spo-
ken to other Members on the other 
side—I hope it will be done in that 
fashion and not by some jury-rigged 
fashion to change the rules by some 
‘‘constitutional’’ matter. 

I even understand one of the Repub-
lican Senators is filing a lawsuit. Fine. 
More power to them. Let them file a 
lawsuit. I think that is the way it 
should be determined. But don’t change 
the Senate rules in some other fashion 
because it would really damage our 
ability to move forward on legislation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, just in 
closing, on my behalf, the whole pur-
pose of submitting this resolution 
today is to further elevate the debate 
in recognition that things change in 
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the Senate over time. As we look back 
over the cherished history we all 
share—and it is our heritage—things 
today are different, and there are times 
for the rules to change. When you even 
contemplate changing the rules, you 
have to give a great deal of thought 
and debate and discussion, and that is 
what is underway today in submitting 
this resolution. I believe it is a reason-
able, commonsense way of addressing 
an approach to addressing the issue. 

I look forward to the continued de-
bate, in referring it to the appropriate 
committee, where that debate can 
begin. And we can be commenting on 
the floor itself. 

Again, this proposal is a bit different 
from the others that have been sub-
mitted in the past. It is similar in 
many ways in drawing upon previous 
legislation. It is different in the fact 
that it is narrow and applies to nomi-
nations; that there is this 12-hour pe-
riod to give adequate time to have the 
debate and discussion; to start off with 
a threshold that is 60 votes, but over a 
period of 4 steps comes down to ulti-
mately what is a majority vote of 
those present. The only other dif-
ference is the cloture votes would be 
filed sequentially. You have to dispose 
of one cloture vote before you go to the 
next, again to make sure we do not cut 
off adequate time to have a debate, but 
also to assure, at the end of the day, 
that the right of every Senator to ex-
press themselves in an up-or-down vote 
will be present. 

So I am very excited about the reso-
lution itself. Again, we are trying to do 
it in a very deliberate, a very focused, 
a very disciplined way. That is the pur-
pose of the submission of the resolu-
tion today. I do hope it provokes dis-
cussion and debate on this floor and in 
committee so we can bring this, what 
is unprecedented in terms of partisan 
filibusters, to an end as it applies to ju-
dicial nominees. 

With that, Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHAFEE). The Democratic leader is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I was 
not in the Chamber until just a few 
moments ago. I didn’t have the luxury 
of hearing the distinguished majority 
leader. His comments have been re-
ported to me, and I have now had the 
opportunity to see the text of his re-
marks. 

I welcome the introduction of his res-
olution. A Senator is within his rights 
and certainly a majority leader is with-
in his rights to suggest changing the 

rules. If we are to change rules, there is 
a procedure. And I respect the majority 
leader’s interest and determination to 
suggest ways that the rules could be 
changed with regard to filibusters or, 
for that matter, any rule involving 
Senate procedure. 

He joined me in opposing this pro-
posal when it was offered by Senators 
HARKIN and LIEBERMAN about 10 years 
ago. But obviously, over the course of 
10 years, we all have a right and an ex-
pectation that we will change our 
points of view from time to time. He 
has on this matter. 

As in most parts of this country, slo-
gans and phrases sometimes have more 
wisdom than one might see on the sur-
face. There is an old slogan or saying 
in South Dakota that I am sure is re-
peated in other States: ‘‘If it ain’t 
broke, don’t fix it.’’ It ain’t broke. 

Anytime you can confirm 124 judicial 
nominees in the course of 21⁄2 years, I 
don’t see much broken. That is a 98.4- 
percent confirmation rate. Any base-
ball player standing at home plate 
would settle for 500 percent, 400 per-
cent, 300 percent. Any quarterback 
would love to have a 98-percent rate of 
completion on passes. I don’t know of 
another administration that has en-
joyed the success in confirmations of 
its judges that this administration has: 
124 to 2; that is the score; 124 circuit 
judges, district judges; 124 nominees 
who have worked their way through 
hearings, through a committee vote in 
the Judiciary Committee, and on to 
the floor in 21⁄2 years; 124 to 2. 

Those two, Miguel Estrada and Pris-
cilla Owen, have unique circumstances. 
In the case of Mr. Estrada, it is a mat-
ter of asking him with all deference to 
fill out the application form for the 
job. 

I have many employees. I am fortu-
nate to have such good ones. But no-
body would work in our office if they 
refused to fill out pages 3 and 4 and 5 of 
a 5-page application. If they said: I will 
fill out the first two pages but not the 
last three, I would say: Find another 
job. You are not going to work here. 

That is really what Mr. Estrada is 
saying to us. In spite of the fact that 
Mr. Bork, Mr. Rehnquist, Mr. Civiletti, 
and so many other nominees who have 
had similar circumstances have pro-
vided the very information we are ask-
ing of Mr. Estrada, Mr. Estrada and his 
supporters in the administration are 
saying: No, we will not comply. We will 
not fill out the job application. 

Our response is: Fill out the job ap-
plication and you will get a vote. It is 
that simple. In the case of Ms. Owen, 
we have a record that is very dis-
concerting, a record of putting her own 
views ahead of the law. We cannot ac-
cept that either. If she would comply 
with the law and interpret the law, it 
would be one thing; but to ignore the 
law and to use her own views as she ap-
plies her decisionmaking authority is 
not something that is acceptable as 
well. So you have those two nominees. 

I know some of my colleagues have 
lamented this notion that filibusters 

could be employed, but we had a fili-
buster in the 106th Congress of a man 
of incredible stature and standing, 
Richard Paez. He was a nominee to be 
U.S. Circuit Judge in the Ninth Circuit 
during the 106th Congress. This was a 
filibuster. I find it interesting that the 
majority leader was one of those who 
voted against cloture. He apparently 
felt at the time that cloture was inap-
propriate, or he would not have voted 
against it. In other words, he voted to 
extend the filibuster during that de-
bate on Mr. Paez. 

But Senator FRIST certainly is not 
alone. There were 14 people who voted 
to continue debate on Mr. Paez. Sen-
ator HATCH, as recently as 1994, said 
the filibuster is—using his words—‘‘one 
of the few tools that the minority has 
to protect itself and those the minority 
represents.’’ Senator HATCH made the 
statement during a filibuster to a Clin-
ton nominee to the Third Circuit. In 
1997, 3 years later, Senator HATCH stat-
ed: 

Determining which of President Clinton’s 
nominees will become activists is com-
plicated and it will require the Senate to be 
more diligent and extensive in its ques-
tioning. . . . 

Senator Smith of New Hampshire— 
no longer with us in the Senate—also 
came to the floor to argue forcefully in 
support of filibustering judicial nomi-
nees. His quote: 

So I do not want to hear that I am going 
down some trail the Senate has not gone 
down before by talking about these judges 
and delaying. It is simply not true. Don’t 
pontificate on the floor and tell me somehow 
I am violating the Constitution . . . by 
blocking a judge or filibustering a judge that 
I don’t think deserves to be on the court. 
That is my responsibility. That is my advise 
and consent role, and I intend to exercise it. 

So, first, on the basis of the record, 
124 to 2, and second, on the basis of 
past precedent, both with regard to Re-
publican positions relating to these 
judges, as well as to the advocacy of 
the filibuster in prior years, makes me 
question: Why now, with that record, 
would anybody be concerned about the 
rights of the minority, the rules of the 
Senate, or the longstanding practice 
every Senator has been the beneficiary 
of with regard to using the rules of the 
Senate to advance his or her argu-
ments? 

Mr. President, I guess I will simply 
reiterate the admonition many South 
Dakotans oftentimes use: If it ain’t 
broke, don’t fix it. Mr. President, it 
ain’t broke. 

The Federalist Papers are those pa-
pers we turn to with some frequency as 
we attempt to interpret the intentions 
of our Founding Fathers as they con-
sidered the institutions of the Senate 
and the House, our democracy. Fed-
eralist 63 says: 

The people can never willfully betray their 
own interests; but they may possibly be be-
trayed by the representatives of the people; 
and the danger will be evidently greater 
where the whole legislative trust is lodged in 
the hands of one body of men, than where the 
concurrence of separate and dissimilar bod-
ies is required in every public act. 
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Well, the key word in Federalist 63 is 

the word ‘‘dissimilar.’’ We are not the 
House of Representatives. We are the 
body where deliberative, extensive, un-
limited debate is protected. That is the 
essence of the Senate. I sometimes 
don’t know that we live up to the mon-
iker ‘‘the greatest deliberative body in 
the world.’’ Sometimes I don’t think 
we are particularly deliberative. But 
we are rooted in the traditions of un-
limited debate. That has been the es-
sence of this body for well over 200 
years. 

I hope we never minimize the impor-
tance of our distinctions, our 
dissimilarities with the House, the in-
tentions of the Founding Fathers when 
it comes to the protections, traditions, 
and the usefulness of the rules of the 
Senate, just as they applied over 200 
years ago. That, in essence, is what is 
at stake. 

As I said at the beginning, the major-
ity leader is certainly within his right 
to propose rules changes. That has hap-
pened by leaders and Senators on both 
sides of the aisle for hundreds of years. 
We will always examine ways with 
which to make the Senate work more 
functionally and perhaps more effi-
ciently. I don’t want to give up the tra-
dition of the very essence and meaning 
of the body for the sake of efficiency, 
for the sake of moving things along be-
cause, indeed, that was not the intent 
or the expectation of our Founding Fa-
thers. 

Let me finish by restating the score: 
124 to 2. It ain’t broke. 

f 

THE ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 
2003—Continued 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I know 
the majority leader also came before 
the Senate this morning to do what I 
expected he would do yesterday. He has 
laid down the first amendment in the 
energy debate. I want to again com-
mend him for his leadership and in-
volvement with regard to the ethanol 
amendment. The ethanol amendment 
enjoys broad bipartisan support. That 
was evidenced, of course, yesterday as 
people on both sides of the aisle came 
to the floor and spoke eloquently and 
with conviction about the importance 
of this legislation. It is important, in 
part, because of our dependency upon 
foreign sources of oil. 

We use too much imported oil. The 
more we can become self-sufficient and 
independent, the more we can truly not 
only help our own economy, but create 
environments within which questions 
pertaining to our dependence will not 
become key issues as we resolve what-
ever diplomatic or international chal-
lenges our country may face. 

Energy independence is a laudable 
goal and it is within our grasp. But the 
only way it can be achieved is with the 
creation of renewable fuels, the cre-
ation of fuels that can be discovered, 
utilized, and created in this country. 
There is no better example of that than 
ethanol. Ethanol reliance means en-
ergy independence. 

Secondly, the environmental issues 
are clearly at stake as we consider the 
consequences of ethanol. Clean air ben-
efits cannot be understated. In 2002 
alone—just last year—ethanol use in 
the United States reduced greenhouse 
gas emissions by 4.3 million tons, 
which is the equivalent of removing 
more than 636,000 vehicles from the 
road. That is a remarkable achieve-
ment. That was in 1 year. If you can 
imagine taking 636,000 vehicles off the 
road in 1 year, and the effect it would 
have on greenhouse gases if we could 
do that, that is in essence what we 
were able to create with this increased 
reliance on ethanol—not to mention 
our opportunity to phase out methyl 
tertiary butyl ether, MTBE, contami-
nation. 

MTBE contamination was also used 
as an oxygenate to improve environ-
mental circumstances when the oxygen 
standard was passed in the early 1990s. 
We only found later how contami-
nating and toxic it can be. So phasing 
out MTBE is also a part of our legisla-
tive approach, and that, too, will have 
dramatic positive environmental con-
sequences. 

We talk about the economic con-
sequences of ethanol and that, too, can 
hardly be overstated. One in three rows 
of corn in South Dakota today is being 
used to produce ethanol. The ethanol 
industry is creating $1 billion in addi-
tional economic impact in my State 
alone. It means higher corn prices. It 
means prices will increase, according 
to USDA estimates, 50 cents a bushel, 
about $1.3 billion in additional farm in-
come annually once this legislation is 
enacted. 

The University of South Dakota has 
stated this proposal has the potential 
to create 10,000 new jobs in our State, 
bringing in more than $600 million an-
nually to the State economy and over 
214,000 jobs nationally once the RFS is 
implemented. 

From an economic point of view, in 
addition to the environmental and en-
ergy independence advantages, we also 
have, of course, an agricultural advan-
tage: more income for farmers with 
less reliance on farm programs. 

There is a lot to be said for this legis-
lation. I am very pleased, after all 
these years, as lonely as it was when 
we started, to see this kind of broad- 
based support. I would estimate now 
more than two-thirds, maybe three- 
fourths, of the Senate would support 
this legislation. We are well on our way 
to establishing what I view to be an ap-
preciation of the importance, the con-
tribution, the impact that ethanol can 
have in energy, in the economy, in ag-
riculture, and in foreign policy. 

That is why I feel as strongly as I do 
about the amendment, and that is why 
I am pleased to be a cosponsor with 
Senator FRIST and many of our col-
leagues, including the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota, Mr. JOHN-
SON, on this amendment. 

I hope the Senate will act quickly. 
Let us adopt this amendment. Let us 

ensure, whether it is part of the energy 
bill or a freestanding bill that was re-
ported out of the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, that we will 
have the opportunity to enact this leg-
islation into law sometime this year. 
We should not wait any longer. It 
should happen this year. It can happen 
this year. With the broad bipartisan 
support, it will happen this year. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Dakota. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to be added as a co-
sponsor to the renewable fuels standard 
amendment just offered by Senator 
DASCHLE and Senator FRIST. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I rise 
today in very strong support of the bi-
partisan renewable fuels standard 
amendment and to encourage my col-
leagues to support this critically im-
portant provision when it comes to a 
vote. 

Last year, Senator HAGEL, my Re-
publican colleague from Nebraska, and 
I worked on a renewable fuels standard 
for ethanol and biodiesel during consid-
eration of the Senate energy bill. We 
were successful in securing inclusion of 
a renewable fuels standard in the Sen-
ate energy bill. We were successful on 
the Senate floor, but as we got to con-
ference with the House of Representa-
tives, the entire energy bill wound up 
not being passed and the whole collec-
tion of provisions collapsed in the end. 
But we were successful in the Senate 
Energy Committee last year, we were 
successful on the Senate floor, and I 
am very optimistic this year that we 
not only will pass a renewable fuels 
standard in the Senate once again but 
that with newfound interest in the RFS 
in the House of Representatives, I am 
confident this will ultimately make it 
to the President’s desk and become law 
this year. 

Regrettably, time ran out on us last 
year during the 107th Congress, and yet 
two-thirds of the Senate voted in favor 
of a renewable fuels standard and 
against amendments that would have 
weakened or eliminated it. 

Today, ethanol and biodiesel com-
prise less than 1 percent of all trans-
portation fuel consumed in the United 
States. Out of 134 billion gallons of fuel 
consumed in the U.S., renewable eth-
anol and biodiesel made from soybeans 
comprise less than 3 billion gallons—3 
billion out of 134 billion gallons con-
sumed. 

Our amendment, identical to lan-
guage passed in the Environment and 
Public Works Committee, would re-
quire that 5 billion gallons of transpor-
tation fuel be comprised of renewable 
fuel by the year 2012. 

The consensus was agreed to last 
year after productive negotiations be-
tween the renewable fuels industry, ag-
riculture groups, the oil industry, and 
environmentalists. 

Rural States such as South Dakota 
can make enormous contributions to 
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energy independence throughout our 
Nation with a renewable fuels stand-
ard. Thanks to the establishment of six 
new farmer-owned co-ops in South Da-
kota since 1999, ethanol has enjoyed 
significant growth in our State. We are 
currently ranked fifth in U.S. produc-
tion. 

Remarkably, one out of every three 
rows of corn in South Dakota is mar-
ket bound for ethanol production al-
ready. More than 1 million bushels of 
corn are sold annually to produce near-
ly 400 million gallons of ethanol in my 
home State of South Dakota. 

Around 8,000 farm families are in-
volved in value-added ethanol produc-
tion at one of the eight facilities cur-
rently in operation, and two more fa-
cilities are under construction. Eth-
anol helps these South Dakota families 
increase their income in three ways. 

First, ethanol plants help spur com-
petition for corn and boost corn prices 
locally. Corn prices include between 8 
and 15 cents per bushel when an eth-
anol plant is based in a local market. 
Second, membership in a value-added 
ethanol co-op yields profits, or divi-
dends, from ethanol production which 
supplements farm income. And third, it 
creates farm jobs in rural communities 
throughout our State. 

However, most farmers involved with 
ethanol indicate to me that a signifi-
cant share of their investment thus far 
in ethanol facilities has been, for all 
practical matters, a faith-based invest-
ment. They simply have faith that eth-
anol is right for their investment and 
right for America, but there has been 
no adoption of ethanol or biodiesel as a 
part of a national energy strategy. 

Adoption of our bipartisan RFS 
amendment today will give them and 
other producers more than just faith 
when considering whether to invest in 
an ethanol plant. Our amendment will 
give producers a rock solid commit-
ment that the United States will, in 
fact, increase the demand and the mar-
ket for ethanol and biodiesel. 

The U.S. energy situation, as we all 
know, is uncertain, considering how 
volatility in gas and diesel prices, the 
growing tension in the world from ter-
rorist attacks, and how the war in Iraq 
affected us. The more we depend on oil 
from the Middle East, the more our 
stability is inevitably tied to govern-
ments and factions in that region. The 
use of domestic clean renewable energy 
sources can increase our energy secu-
rity and increase our Nation’s security. 
It must be a critical part of our Na-
tion’s energy strategy. 

Simply put, adoption of the RFS 
amendment will help lower our depend-
ence on foreign oil, strengthen energy 
security, increase farm income, provide 
for clean air, and create jobs through-
out the United States, particularly in 
the rural communities. 

An important, but underemphasized 
fuel is biodiesel, which is chiefly pro-
duced from excess soybean oil. In 
South Dakota, soybean production has 
increased by a dramatic 200 percent in 

the last 10 years. Recently, biodiesel 
has emerged as a promising new energy 
source. RFS would greatly increase the 
prospects for biodiesel production ben-
efiting soybean farmers from South 
Dakota and throughout the Nation. 

I want to ensure the RECORD reflects 
the influence and the extraordinary 
leadership that my colleague, Senator 
DASCHLE, has lent to the support of 
ethanol and a renewable fuels standard. 

For over 20 years, Senator DASCHLE 
has been fighting for ethanol. When we 
began this debate, there were times in 
South Dakota that the discussion was 
about gasohol. There are times when 
Senator DASCHLE has been jokingly re-
ferred to in our State as ‘‘Senator Gas-
ohol.’’ His leadership was instrumental 
in creating incentives which led to a 
surge in the demand for ethanol in the 
early to mid-1990s. 

In the year 2000, it was Senator 
DASCHLE again who first introduced the 
concept of a RFS as the next building 
block for expansion of the renewable 
fuel industry. Today, I am pleased and 
I am proud to join Senator DASCHLE 
and many other Senators on a bipar-
tisan basis to demonstrate strong sup-
port for an RFS. 

In the 20 years or more Congress and 
States have provided incentives to 
produce ethanol, we have learned a lot 
of lessons. Tax incentives at the State 
and Federal level provided lifeblood for 
the ethanol industry and helped make 
the production of ethanol a competi-
tive alternative to other fuels. The 
most aggressive growth spurt for eth-
anol occurred as a result of the Clean 
Air Act. 

Ethanol production doubled in the 
1990s, with 10-percent annual growth. 
In 1990, the year we passed the Clean 
Air Act, the United States produced 
about 800 million gallons of ethanol. By 
2000, we produced 1.6 billion gallons of 
ethanol. Coincidentally, the most re-
cent explosion in ethanol development 
took place as a result of the anticipa-
tion that Congress would establish an 
RFS. The renewable fuels standard was 
first introduced in 2000 and production 
since that time has dramatically ex-
panded from 1.6 billion gallons to ap-
proximately 3 billion gallons this year. 
Once again, ethanol production has 
doubled. At this stage, enactment of an 
RFS is the single most important mar-
ket driver for ethanol that we can con-
template. 

What lessons have we learned? If 8,000 
farm families in South Dakota in-
vested their hard-earned money in the 
development of eight ethanol plants 
without an RFS, we could just imagine 
how many more producers South Da-
kota and across the entire Nation will 
be willing to invest in renewable eth-
anol or biodiesel production if we adopt 
an RFS. 

Ethanol plants are being constructed 
in record time with larger capacity and 
more farmer investor financing than 
ever before. The most impressive ex-
pansion in capacity has been right in 
my home State of South Dakota. Pas-

sage of an RFS will ensure greater ca-
pacity expansion, a dramatic stimulus 
to the economic growth of rural Amer-
ica. It will create jobs and it will in-
crease our energy security. 

I strongly encourage my colleagues 
to adopt the bipartisan RFS amend-
ment being offered by Senator DASCHLE 
and Senator FRIST today. I urge sup-
port for this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I came 
to the floor earlier today to respond to 
the distinguished majority leader. I 
just had the opportunity to hear the 
President’s remarks with regard to ju-
dicial nominations. I felt it was impor-
tant to come back to the floor for just 
a couple of minutes to respond and to 
make sure the American people are 
clear and the record is clear with re-
gard to judicial nominations and what 
I would view to be the rest of the story. 

The rest of the story can be found on 
three charts. We have heard a lot this 
morning about the intransigence of the 
Senate, about how much the Senate is 
in crisis because we haven’t confirmed 
nominations; about how the system is 
broken. In South Dakota, we like to 
say, If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it. 

I have three charts to prove that it 
‘‘ain’t broke.’’ One-hundred and twen-
ty-four is the first chart. One-hundred 
and twenty-four judicial nominees have 
been confirmed in this administration. 
That is a record. There is no adminis-
tration we can find that has had a bet-
ter record than this. One-hundred and 
twenty-four circuit and district court 
nominees have been confirmed since 
this President has taken office. Here is 
the number that have not: That is 
right—2; 124 to 2. 

We have done a little math. Here is 
the third chart. That is a 98.4-percent 
approval rate. I don’t know of a busi-
ness, or a sports figure, or a politician 
who gets 98.4 percent of what they ask. 
But that is the record. That is exactly 
the success level of this administration 
when it comes to judicial nominees— 
98.4 percent. 

‘‘If it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.’’ 
I find it particularly interesting that 

over the course of the 8 years of the 
Clinton administration, we had 50 judi-
cial nominations that didn’t get a 
hearing. 

You talk about a filibuster. What 
about the fact that a person can’t even 
get a hearing in the committee? Ten 
judicial nominees got a hearing but no 
vote. Sixty-five nominees never got to 
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the Senate floor over the course of 8 
years during the 1990s. I will tell you 
that there was no 98.4-percent approval 
rate then. But that is the record. 

To reiterate—just to be sure every-
body understands, I will do this one 
more time—one-hundred and twenty- 
four nominees were confirmed in 21⁄2 
years, circuit and district court nomi-
nees approved in the Senate—a record. 
Two nominees have not: Mr. Estrada 
because he has refused to fill out his 
job application, and Ms. Owen in large 
measure because she puts her own 
views ahead of the law. Those are the 
two. 

One-hundred and twenty-four to two, 
that comes out to 98.4 percent of all 
Bush nominees confirmed to date. 

I will end where I began. ‘‘If it ain’t 
broke, don’t fix it’’. 

I yield the floor. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KYL). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, we are 
dealing with the energy bill on the 
floor of the Senate, and specifically we 
are considering an amendment that has 
been offered dealing with renewable 
fuels, or ethanol. I want to talk a bit 
about that subject, but I think it is im-
portant that perhaps I first comment 
on the discussion just preceding when 
Senator DASCHLE came to the floor to 
talk about judgeships. 

Let me reiterate for a moment some-
thing that I think is very important 
for people to understand. I know the 
majority leader and the President 
today have talked about some collapse 
in the system and some great concern 
about the fact that judges aren’t get-
ting confirmed. 

Let’s understand something. We have 
the lowest number of vacancies on the 
Federal bench we have in a decade and 
a half. Why is that the case? It is be-
cause we have been approving nomina-
tions sent to this Senate by the Presi-
dent day after day—124 of them. I voted 
for all but 3 of them—124. 

The reason the majority leader and 
others say the system has collapsed is 
that there are two nominees who 
haven’t gotten through the Senate. 
They are upset about that. Well, there 
is nothing in the U.S. Constitution 
that says there is a requirement for the 
Senate to be a rubberstamp for any 
President, Republican or Democrat. 
The fact is that most of President 
Bush’s nominees are going to be ap-
proved by the Senate—and have been, 
98.4 percent. If the President sends us a 
nominee who aspires to be put on the 
Federal circuit court for an entire life-
time and that nominee says, You have 
no right to the information you re-
quested from me, then I say you have 
no right to expect that the Senate will 

approve you for a lifetime appointment 
on the Federal bench. 

Mr. Estrada has been told that he is 
to provide information to the Senate in 
order that we may evaluate it. 

He has been unwilling to do that. So 
has the Bush administration. In fact, 
until Mr. Estrada provides that infor-
mation to the Senate, he is not going 
to get a final vote on his nomination. If 
he decides never to provide that infor-
mation to the Senate, in my judgment, 
he is not going to be a circuit court 
judge; the Senate is not going to ap-
prove his nomination. 

Let’s understand the facts. There is a 
lot of hyperbole used here in politics. 
The facts are these: This Senate has 
done a masterful job, in my judgment, 
of moving through the nominations 
sent to us by President Bush. Day after 
day and time after time, we have done 
that. In my State, we had two judge-
ships open. Both Federal judgeships 
were filled by Republicans nominated 
by President Bush—one in Fargo and 
one in Bismarck. I am a Democrat, but 
I was proud to support both of the 
nominees. I came to the floor and 
spoke in support of both Republican 
nominees, who I think will make out-
standing Federal judges. They are now 
both on the bench. 

That is the way the system should 
work, and it is the way it has worked 
in almost every circumstance—except 
for two. Because of those two, we have 
the majority leader and the President 
of the United States say the sky is fall-
ing. Nonsense, what sheer, utter non-
sense. The sky is not falling. 

What has happened is, we have a cou-
ple of nominees with whom this Senate 
has decided it does not want to pro-
ceed—until we get certain information 
from Mr. Estrada; and the other nomi-
nation, Judge Owen, was turned down 
last year by the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee. 

I wish to make this point: I know 
these days, with the 24/7 news cycle, 
there are some who believe if you say 
something and it gets repeated often 
enough—over and over and over 
again—that it will become fact. Well, 
it is not a fact for the President, and it 
is not a fact for the majority leader, to 
be able to say to the American people 
that we are somehow obstructing the 
nominations of Federal judges. That is 
simply not the case. It is demonstrably 
not the case, and there isn’t any way 
they can make that case because the 
record is clear and the facts are in: 124 
Federal judges have been confirmed, 
125 if you consider the other judge 
which is a special judgeship for a 15- 
year appointment, but out of those 124, 
125, all but 2 have moved here in the 
Senate. 

I do not know of another time when 
the minority has been as cooperative 
and done as much to make sure we 
have filled these judgeships. In fact, 
when President Bush took office, and 
going back a year and a half ago, when 
my colleague, Senator LEAHY, inher-
ited the chairmanship of the Judiciary 

Committee, we had a substantial num-
ber of openings on the Federal bench 
that had not been resolved and that 
had not been filled, and we have now 
moved very quickly, with the Presi-
dent, to resolve that, and we have the 
lowest number of vacancies on the Fed-
eral bench for the past decade and a 
half. 

Let me be clear that there is not a 
circumstance here where there has 
been obstruction in the Senate. We 
have approved most of this President’s 
nominees, and likely will continue to 
do so; and I will likely continue to vote 
for nearly all of them. But there will be 
circumstances in which a specific 
nominee will not get through this Sen-
ate for a number of reasons, and when 
that is the case, it is not appropriate 
and not factual for someone to get on 
a microphone and tell us: The sky is 
falling. That is total, sheer nonsense. 

f 

THE ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 
2003—Continued 

Mr. DORGAN. Well, Mr. President, 
now that I have that off my chest, let 
me go on to talk about energy. 

I am proud to be on the floor of the 
Senate in support of the ethanol 
amendment, which is bipartisan. It is 
interesting to me that this legislation 
dealing with ethanol is an amendment 
that comes to the floor by virtue of 
Senator FRIST, Senator DASCHLE, my-
self, Senator TALENT, Senator JOHN-
SON, and so many others, with strong 
bipartisan support. It is saying: At 
least one part of this country’s energy 
strategy that makes sense is to take 
the starch and sugars from a kernel of 
corn, ferment that, and get a drop of 
alcohol and extend America’s energy 
supply. You do a couple things with 
that: You expand the opportunity for 
markets for agricultural products and 
help family farmers, and you actually 
grow your energy supply in America’s 
farm fields by producing corn that can 
be then used to produce ethanol. What 
a remarkable thing to do. It makes 
good sense to extend our energy supply 
by producing ethanol. 

Now, let me talk a bit about what 
sets us up to do this. First, we have to 
have a serious discussion about Amer-
ica’s energy future. I have spoken of 
this before, but I wish to do it very 
briefly again. 

We need to use fossil fuels in this 
country’s future. There is no question 
about that: coal, oil, natural gas. We 
use them, and we will use them. But if 
our energy strategy is only that—if 
America’s future energy strategy is 
only a dig and drill strategy—then it is 
a ‘‘yesterday forever’’ strategy. Every 
25 years we can come to the floor of the 
Senate, we can have another debate 
about how much we are going to dig, 
how much we are going to drill, and 
probably satisfy our urge to speak. But 
we will not have satisfied this coun-
try’s need for a different kind of energy 
strategy. 

So an energy bill that makes sense 
for this country’s future is one that 
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does dig and drill, with environmental 
safeguards, but it must do more than 
that. It should, first, include 
incentivized production, but, second, it 
should provide conservation measures, 
because a barrel of oil saved is a barrel 
of oil produced in our economy. Then, 
in addition to production and conserva-
tion, an energy bill that makes sense is 
an energy bill that has a title that 
deals with the efficiency of all of the 
appliances that we use in our daily 
lives. And, fourth, it should include a 
provision that deals with limitless and 
renewable sources of energy. That is 
what this amendment is about. 

So production, conservation, effi-
ciency, and limitless and renewable 
sources of energy—that is what an en-
ergy bill is about, if it is balanced. Add 
in the limitless and renewable sources 
of energy, for my money, it means we 
should pole vault over all of these 25- 
year debates and say, we want to move 
to a new energy future. 

One hundred years ago, when you 
wanted to gas up an old Ford, a Model 
T Ford, you pulled up to the gas 
pumps, you stuck that hose in the gas 
tank and began pumping. One hundred 
years later, we do exactly the same 
thing. If you happened to have driven a 
Ford this morning, and stopped at a 
gas pump, you did exactly the same 
thing they did a century ago: You run 
gas through the car’s carburetor. And 
God bless us, we have great cars, and 
we have fuel at every gas pump, and no 
waiting lines. That is the way we fuel 
our automobile, our transportation 
fleet. 

Let me describe what is happening 
with respect to energy in this country. 
If you look at the total demand for oil, 
and then look at transportation, you 
will see that the fastest rising demand 
for energy in this country, for oil par-
ticularly, is in transportation; it is in 
our vehicle fleet. That is where our de-
mand for energy is rising. 

What I believe we should do is heed 
the words of President Bush, who said: 
Let’s move to a hydrogen fuel cell fu-
ture. When President Bush called for 
that in the State of the Union Address, 
I said: This makes great sense. I had 
previously introduced a piece of legis-
lation suggesting the same. I suppose 
that is why I thought it made great 
sense. 

But the fact is, for this President to 
put his administration on the line in 
support of a hydrogen future with fuel 
cells is a very important step. To be 
sure, his plan is not very bold. I sug-
gest that his plan is rather timid: in 
fact, it is $1.2 billion, half of which is 
new money, and part of which comes 
out of other important energy initia-
tives, particularly in renewables. But I 
don’t want that to diminish the fact it 
is very important that this President— 
a Republican President, who comes 
from an oil State—says: Let’s move to 
a different kind of energy future, espe-
cially with respect to transportation 
and the vehicle fleet. 

Let’s see if your children, and our 
grandchildren, might not be able to 

turn the key on an automobile that 
uses hydrogen in fuel cells. Hydrogen is 
ubiquitous. It is everywhere. Hydrogen 
is in water. You can put up a windmill, 
with more efficient turbines, and take 
energy from the wind, produce elec-
tricity, and use that electricity— 
through the process of electrolysis—to 
separate hydrogen and oxygen from 
water, and then store the hydrogen, 
and use that to power our vehicle fleet. 
That is one application: using wind en-
ergy to produce electricity to produce 
hydrogen. But there are so many ways 
to produce hydrogen, and it is every-
where. 

So what we have to do is begin to 
solve this problem of moving to a hy-
drogen future—the problem of produc-
tion, the problem of transportation, 
storage, and infrastructure. But the 
fact is, although these are problems, 
they are not insurmountable. 

I drove a hydrogen car yesterday 
that was here on Capitol Hill. It is the 
second one I have driven. This was a 
General Motors car. One was United 
Technologies. Hydrogen vehicles are 
twice as efficient in getting power to 
the wheel as the internal combustion 
engine. Do you know what they put out 
of the tailpipe? Water vapor. What a 
wonderful thing: You find an engine 
that is twice as efficient, using a fuel 
cell, and you clean up the environment 
by putting water vapor out of the tail-
pipe of a vehicle. What a wonderful 
thing to do. 

Now, I can’t tell you how important 
it is to have the President’s support on 
this. I nearly tripled what the Presi-
dent wanted by pushing, along with 
Senator DOMENICI, and others in the 
Energy Committee, to say: Let’s sub-
stantially increase the amount of re-
sources we are going to put towards 
moving in this direction of a hydrogen 
future. This requires bold, big initia-
tives. So the bill on the floor is slightly 
over $3 billion. I would like it to be $6.5 
billion. I would like targets and time-
tables. I would like to see 100,000 vehi-
cles using fuel cells on America’s roads 
by 2010. 

I would like to see 2.5 million vehi-
cles on America’s roads by 2020. Tar-
gets and timetables is the way we drive 
this issue. With research and develop-
ment in a whole range of areas, and de-
velopment of infrastructure, we can do 
this. We won’t do it if we just revert 
back to what we have always done. 

When I was a little boy growing up in 
a town of 350–400 people, they decided 
to try to dig an oil well 5 miles from 
my little town. It was the biggest thing 
in the world. We were so excited when 
somebody said they would try to dig an 
oil well on Bon Woodruff’s farm. We 
thought it was the biggest thing. I re-
member driving out there. We used to 
drive out there all the time, the whole 
town. We would all drive out to see 
where the oil well was. We would watch 
the rig being put up. When it got up, it 
had lights all over it. They were drill-
ing day and night. People were driving 
out and parking, watching. There was 

nothing going on, just lights and a rig. 
In my town that was a big deal. It was 
a dry hole. They never got oil. But it 
was a pretty interesting several 
months. 

As a little boy, I thought about the 
drilling for oil, where we find oil 
abroad, and how we use oil to power 
our vehicle fleet. Fifty-five percent of 
that which we use comes from outside 
of our country. That doesn’t make 
sense. Much of it comes from troubled 
parts of the world, a third from the 
Middle East. We could wake up some 
day and discover the supply of oil is 
cut off because of terrorists. Then 
America’s economy would be flat on its 
back. The 55 percent foreign oil we are 
now dependent on is going to rise to 68 
percent if we don’t do something. 

What is the greatest demand? Trans-
portation. We have to do something big 
and bold. We have to have an energy 
policy that says to the people: We will 
get out of this. We may never be com-
pletely independent, but we will sure 
be a whole lot less dependent on for-
eign sources of energy. 

That brings me to the amendment. 
The amendment dealing with ethanol. I 
am a big fan of growing part of our fuel 
in the farm fields. You grow that corn, 
take that ear of corn, take the kernels 
off, and with those kernels of corn you 
produce alcohol. It is important to 
farmers. It is a new market for their 
crop. It is important to our country’s 
energy needs because it extends Amer-
ica’s energy supply. 

MTBE, a fuel additive, will be phased 
out in this legislation. We are discov-
ering when MTBE shows up in Amer-
ica’s groundwater, it is harmful to 
health. We will get rid of it. When we 
do, it will dramatically increase the 
demand for ethanol across America. 
That demand will increase to nearly 5 
billion gallons. That means we will see 
more and more plants built around the 
country that will use the agriculture 
feedstock, take the alcohol from it. 
You still have the protein feedstock 
left to feed to the cattle, and you have 
grown some energy in America’s fields. 
It is, therefore, renewable. We are not 
using it up. It is renewable year after 
year. 

I am pleased that now for the first 
time we see a robust bipartisan group. 
It is not that it has not always been bi-
partisan; it has always been a bipar-
tisan debate. But when you have the 
majority leader and minority leader 
leading an amendment, that is a big 
deal. Those of us who care about eth-
anol understand this is a moment in 
time in which we register strong sup-
port for moving in a different direc-
tion, for being bold. I talked about hy-
drogen and fuel cells. That is one part 
of being bold. The other part of renew-
able and limitless sources of energy is 
ethanol. There is more, including bio-
diesel, among others. So there is much 
to do. 

The legislation we have brought to 
the floor from the Energy Committee 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:16 Jan 14, 2014 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00008 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2003SENATE\S09MY3.REC S09MY3m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S5989 May 9, 2003 
is imperfect. But it has some good fea-
tures. We will add some additional fea-
tures. Senator DOMENICI should be com-
mended. He is a pleasure to work with. 
Senator BINGAMAN on our side of the 
aisle, ranking Democrat, is the same, a 
terrific Senator who has done a great 
job. The energy bill needs some 
strengthening. We need a Renewable 
Portfolio Standard to improve the fu-
ture for renewable energy for elec-
tricity. We need a Renewable Fuels 
Standard, which includes the ethanol 
amendment. 

We need protections on the elec-
tricity title that do not now exist. I 
chaired hearings in the last year and a 
half with respect to what Enron Cor-
poration did in the State of California 
and on the West Coast. When I said 
during that time that it looked to me 
like it was massive manipulation of 
electricity markets, and grand theft 
going on to the tune of billions of dol-
lars for consumers in California and 
the West Coast, that was pooh-poohed 
by everybody. All the conservative col-
umnists and others, Mr. Krauthammer 
and others, would write: Who are you 
kidding? There is no manipulation. 
Every time something likes this goes 
on, the Democrats claim there is ma-
nipulation. 

We now know there was grand theft 
going on. Massive criminal investiga-
tions are occurring. The Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission, which 
for a long while did its best imitation 
of a potted plant and decided it would 
not do anything while the people were 
victimized, has now said it was not just 
Enron, but there were a number of 
companies on the West Coast that de-
cided to take the opportunity to shut 
down the electricity plants, short the 
load, drive up prices, and profiteer as a 
result of it. 

Strategies like Death Star, Get 
Shorty, Fat Boy. You don’t know what 
Fat Boy is? Fat Boy was a strategy by 
which energy traders working for the 
Enron Corporation colluded to try to 
see if they could steal from consumers. 
Death Star, same thing; Get Shorty, 
there were a dozen of them and more. 
Even more than the strategies, which 
were written in memos that we now 
have, we also have the transcripts of 
telephone conversations in which they 
talk about how they will shut down the 
plant in order to short the load and 
drive up price. They moved electricity 
in and out of a couple of States in 
order to increase the price, in some 
cases tenfold in 24 hours. What is that 
called, except stealing? 

There are going to be people who go 
to jail for it. The electricity title in 
this bill must address these issues, 
wash trades, and others. It addresses a 
couple of them, but not nearly enough. 
We need to put consumer protections 
in here so what happened to the people 
in California does not ever happen 
again. We have a lot of people running 
around the country saying: We need to 
restructure the electricity title. We 
need to restructure electricity issues 
so there is massive competition. 

We have a bit of experience with that 
which tells us that when you have very 
big players who have the ability to 
control and monopolize markets, and 
you also have a consumer, if you don’t 
have a referee in between making sure 
the big interests are not cheating, the 
little interests get trampled. That is 
what happened on the West Coast. It is 
not just petty theft. It is billions of 
dollars. 

My colleague who will speak fol-
lowing me, Senator NELSON of Florida, 
was a member of the subcommittee 
where we investigated these issues. 
Frankly, it made you sick to see what 
was going on. 

Finally FERC stepped in and imposed 
a price cap. Finally an investigation 
was undertaken. The Justice Depart-
ment is involved. The fact is, we should 
not and will not pass an energy bill 
through the Congress without an elec-
tricity title that provides protections 
to make sure this never happens again. 

There will be other amendments. I 
am proud today to support this amend-
ment, a bipartisan strong amendment 
on ethanol. We will also need to in-
clude a Renewable Portfolio Standard 
in the bill. We need to put in provisions 
that deal with consumer protections 
with respect to electricity. There is 
much yet to do. It is a pretty good 
start. This bill will advance America’s 
energy interests, if we can add the 
amendments and add some protections. 

Following the war in Iraq, what we 
know exists in the Middle East, as well 
as all of the uncertainties around the 
world, if anybody still wonders whether 
we need an energy policy, they have 
been asleep. This country needs to 
make sure its economy, its way of life, 
the future for the American people is 
not held hostage by the whims, con-
frontations, tragedies and conflicts in 
other parts of the world. That is what 
a good energy strategy, a balanced en-
ergy strategy, will do for our future. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, will the Senator yield for a ques-
tion? 

Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield for 
a question. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. The Senator 
from North Dakota and I are joined at 
the hip on so many of these issues he 
has just raised regarding energy. This 
Senator was particularly intrigued by 
the compelling argument the Senator 
from North Dakota made about a hy-
drogen engine being developed. 

Does the Senator know, will there be 
an attempt to increase the amount of 
funding for research and development 
for a new hydrogen engine that will be 
in this particular bill? 

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from 
Florida should know that I offered an 
amendment in the Energy Committee 
that failed, I believe, by one or two 
votes. I intend to offer it again on the 
floor. It is similar to legislation intro-
duced in the Senate that creates an 
Apollo-like program on hydrogen and 
fuel cells. My belief is we ought to do 

for this as we did with respect to going 
to the moon. President Kennedy said 
let’s put a person on the moon by the 
end of the decade. Sure enough, Neil 
Armstrong stepped off that ladder run-
ning and planted his foot on the sur-
face of the moon by the end of the dec-
ade. 

It seems to me if this country really 
wants to effect substantial change, 
then you have to set goals and time-
tables. My proposal, which I introduced 
with a number of colleagues in the Sen-
ate—actually prior to the State of the 
Union Address in which the President 
announced his support for this initia-
tive—is a $6.5 billion authorization 
over 10 years that sets targets and 
timetables and puts this country 
squarely behind an aggressive Apollo- 
type program, saying let’s get there 
and, as a nation, let’s aspire to reach a 
goal. Yes, I intend to offer it as an 
amendment to the energy bill. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. This Sen-
ator will be one of the Senator’s co-
sponsors on the amendment. It is inter-
esting that you have described it in 
terms of an Apollo-type program, 
which is exactly what this Nation 
needs. If we put our minds to some-
thing, as we did in the 1960s—an-
nounced by the President that we were 
going to the Moon by the end of the 
decade, and then return safely, and the 
Nation marshals its will and resources 
to do a technological feed as we did in 
going to the Moon, if we apply that 
same kind of will to addressing the en-
ergy crisis by the development of a hy-
drogen cell, a hydrogen engine that can 
propel most of our vehicles in this 
transportation sector—and the Sen-
ator’s chart shows that transportation 
is the largest consumer of energy in 
the United States—if we did that, then 
clearly, as the Senator from North Da-
kota says—and I second it—we are 
going to wean ourselves from the for-
eign oil that we find ourselves so de-
pendent upon today. 

I will just offer as support for the 
Senator’s statements that onboard the 
space shuttle we produced electricity 
from a hydrogen fuel cell. It is the mix-
ture of hydrogen and oxygen that then 
produces electricity. What does it have 
as a byproduct? Water. As a matter of 
fact, onboard a mission of the space 
shuttle, so much excess water is pro-
duced that it needs to be released into 
space; a water dump is done, usually 
after each flight day. 

It is there, it is technology we under-
stand, and we are using it today in 
space aboard spacecraft. There is no 
reason we cannot bring down the per 
unit cost of a hydrogen engine if we 
put our minds and our technology and 
resources into it. What it would do for 
us is lessen our dependence upon for-
eign oil, which would lessen some of 
the kinds of things that we have to do 
in that region of the world that gets us 
inextricably involved in our military 
and foreign affairs. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I know 
the Senator wants to take the floor in 
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his own right. I think it is important 
for people to know he is the only Mem-
ber of the Senate who has actually 
flown on the space shuttle. Many peo-
ple know that. Many years ago, he was 
part of the crew of a space shuttle. He 
knows of what he speaks. 

I was originally going to call the bill 
I introduced—trying to move us in a 
bold, aggressive way toward a hydro-
gen future and fuel cell—the Manhat-
tan Project, which was another suc-
cessful project that dealt with some-
thing different. The Manhattan and 
Apollo Projects were both projects that 
had this country saying let’s do this 
with targets and timetables. I think 
that is what we should do with respect 
to the President’s call for a hydrogen 
economy and fuel cell, especially hav-
ing this President’s administration be-
hind this initiative. 

It is no small thing to have a Presi-
dent from an oil State say to the coun-
try: Let’s see if we can move toward a 
future with hydrogen and fuel cells. 

Good for him. That support is going 
to be very important. I will indeed 
offer my amendment to the energy bill 
at some point in the coming days, and 
I am happy to have the support of the 
Senator from Florida. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Hampshire. 
Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. President, this 

week we began debate on the energy 
bill, a vast and complex piece of legis-
lation, arguably an important piece of 
legislation, that deals with an issue 
that touches every American in some 
way, shape, or form. Access to stable, 
reliable sources of energy is central to 
the strength of our economy. 

I have real concern, as we take up 
this bill, that it not simply be a piece 
of legislation where we look to include 
every element, every fragment, every 
idea ever considered that might, in 
fact, alter energy markets around the 
country or around the world. I am con-
cerned that in our effort to craft an en-
ergy policy, we simply look for ways to 
aid or to assist particular businesses, 
industries, or areas of research. 

This bill currently includes very sub-
stantial loan guarantees to successful 
private corporations around the coun-
try; it includes research subsidies for 
investment in fossil fuel research, oil 
and gas development; and it includes a 
very complex and sizable tax package, 
some of which I think is questionable 
as to whether it will achieve the kind 
of fairness, equity, and efficiency in 
the energy markets we would like to 
see. 

This morning, however, I wish to 
speak about one particular provision 
that is before us in the form of an 
amendment, an amendment that has 
been offered to dramatically increase 
the size and the scope of the Federal 
ethanol program. It not only expands 
the size of the ethanol program in 
America, but it effectively makes it 
mandatory, taking us from a 2-billion- 
gallon-a-year ethanol program to some 

5 billion gallons a year over the next 8 
years. 

I can understand there are a lot of 
supporters of the ethanol program in 
this Chamber. A lot of the Members of 
the Senate have farm economies back 
home and see income or productivity 
that comes from this Federal program. 
But I do not think it is right to provide 
a subsidy at the taxpayers’ expense for 
a program that cannot stand on its own 
feet. 

Among the concerns I have with the 
current program, first and foremost is 
the supposed environmental benefits of 
ethanol. It is true, as an oxygenate, 
ethanol reduces the volatile com-
pounds that are emitted into the at-
mosphere from fuel, from gasoline, but 
it does not do anything substantively 
to reduce the level of NOx in the at-
mosphere that contributes to the ozone 
problem, to the smog problems. I think 
as this debate goes forward, we will 
hear a lot of discussions from some of 
those Senators who represent urban 
parts of the country that have tough, 
real problems with ozone and smog. 
They have grave concerns about this 
program that provides a huge taxpayer 
subsidy without dealing with those im-
portant environmental issues. 

From an energy perspective, we will 
hear a lot of discussion about the 
amount of energy that will be produced 
from this renewable resource because it 
is corn based, but from most pro-
ponents we will not hear a lot of dis-
cussion about the energy it takes to 
produce this ethanol in the first place. 
It takes nearly a gallon of fuel to 
produce a gallon of fuel. So at the end 
of the day, you may have ethanol that 
you can blend in gasoline and put in 
your car, but you have used quite a bit 
of energy to get there in the process. 

From an energy perspective, energy 
efficiency, energy independence, even 
then, in the best case, the benefits are 
marginal, if they exist at all. 

Finally, of real concern is the sub-
sidy itself. There is an enormous tax-
payer subsidy that is used to provide 
viability to this industry. As everyone 
goes to the pump, they pay 18.3 cents in 
tax for every gallon of gas they put in 
their car. If that gallon is blended with 
10-percent ethanol, it is exempt from 
5.3 cents of that gas tax. That rep-
resents a 53-cent-a-gallon subsidy for 
the ethanol itself—53 cents. At the end 
of the day, that means a billion dollars 
less going into our highway trust fund. 

We are going to deal with the high-
way reauthorization bill later this 
year, and there are a lot of supporters 
of highways who are pushing for more 
money. I think we need to take a long, 
hard look at what the right amount to 
spend on infrastructure is in this coun-
try. But we certainly do not need to be 
subsidizing a questionable effort such 
as this ethanol program in a way that 
takes money out of our highway trust 
fund, a billion dollars a year today, and 
with this expansion that will go to $2 
billion a year by 2012. That means $2 
billion a year lost from the highway 
trust fund. 

Now, for years the argument that 
was made by House Members, Senators 
or legislators all across the country to 
support this subsidy, was that we need 
the subsidy in order to encourage peo-
ple to use the ethanol fuel. That is why 
we have the subsidy. We need it if we 
are going to get people to use this fuel. 

That subsidy has not been very suc-
cessful in getting people to use that 
much of the fuel. So now they are 
going to go to a mandate. 

Well, I can understand why one 
would want to force a mandate on the 
American people if they are deter-
mined to force them to purchase the 
fuel. But if it is going to be mandated, 
why is the subsidy still needed? 

That is one of the central issues we 
are going to have to deal with in this 
debate, and we need to at least put peo-
ple on the record as to why they think 
we still need to subsidize this industry, 
in many ways a very concentrated in-
dustry. 

There are about half a dozen very 
large, successful businesses, that are 
responsible for about 70 percent of the 
ethanol produced in this country. Why 
do we ask taxpayers to continue to 
subsidize this industry when we have a 
mandate in place that forces them to 
buy the product? That makes no sense. 
I do not think it is fair in the first 
place to force them to buy the product, 
but I certainly do not think it is fair to 
force them to subsidize the product at 
the same time. It has got to be one or 
the other. If a subsidy is to be provided 
because it is the only way to get people 
to purchase the product, at least that 
is a rational argument—not one I sup-
port but it is a rational argument. If 
the only way to get them to buy the 
product is to mandate it, to force them 
to buy it, that is also a rational argu-
ment, although not one that I support. 
But it cannot be both ways. A subsidy 
cannot be forced on the American peo-
ple, the money cannot be diverted from 
the trust fund and have the mandate at 
the same time. 

If the mandate is going to be that 5 
billion gallons of this fuel has to be 
purchased every year, the least we can 
do is then treat it the same way we 
treat any other fuel in this country 
with an appropriate, fair, and well- 
thought-out excise tax. The American 
people deserve consistency and fairness 
in this matter. 

I think it is a shame that we have a 
program such as this ethanol program 
that really has not proven its worth, 
that unfortunately channels huge tax-
payer subsidy to a small number of 
very successful, profitable companies 
around the country. I would rather see 
a bill that did not have this taxpayer 
subsidy in it in the first place, but if 
we are going to take up this issue, let 
us at least be fair and equitable in the 
way we deal with it. 

We need a good, thoughtful energy 
policy in the United States. This kind 
of subsidy ought not to be part of that 
program and that policy. 

I have a number of other concerns 
with the legislation before us, but I 
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hope when the time comes we can work 
to craft an amendment that would 
right this wrong, that would ensure 
that ethanol is treated the same as any 
other fuel that we have in the country, 
and that would improve the quality of 
this legislation before it passes the 
Senate, if it is able to do so. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
DOLE). The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period of morning business 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

HAIL TO THE CHIEF 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the 
other morning, as I read the clips from 
the Anchorage Daily News, I was taken 
by a report of an event that took place 
when President Bush landed on the air-
craft carrier off of San Diego. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
Anchorage Daily News article be print-
ed in the RECORD following my remarks 
on this subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. STEVENS. This article referred 

to Petty Officer 3rd Class Francis 
Cushingham IV, who met and shook 
hands with the President three times 
while he was on the aircraft carrier. It 
describes how this 21-year-old Alaskan 
from Eagle River and his 5,000 ship-
mates played host to President Bush 
and what they did. 

President Bush was on board all day 
getting to shake hands with almost 
every member of the crew. As the arti-
cle says: 

Trust an Alaskan to make the most of op-
portunity. Despite an uncertain start, 
Cushingham managed to shake Bush’s hand 
three separate times, get his picture taken 
with the President, and appear in a back-
ground shot on the Today show. 

The article goes on to say that 
Cushingham considers it to be proof of 
his few moments of glory and has a 
quote from him: 

It’s something I’m going to keep to show 
to my children and my grandchildren. I can 
say, ‘‘Hey, I met the President.’’ 

There are people who criticized the 
President for having landed on that 
aircraft carrier. As a pilot, I envy the 
opportunity he had to land on that air-
craft carrier and I certainly do not 
criticize the President for his visit. 

Our battle carrier groups are tremen-
dous examples of the ability of the 
United States to project force to all 

corners of the globe. What better way 
to show the world that force than to 
have the President of the United States 
land on this aircraft carrier as it re-
turned to its home base? 

In fact, before the President landed 
on that carrier, the basic air combat 
groups on board the carrier had left. 
They fly ahead of the vessel as it goes 
into home port so they can go have 
their reunions with their families at 
the air bases, which reflect their du-
ties. The sailors’ families meet them as 
they come in to port. In this instance, 
it was San Diego. I have witnessed 
some of those real amazing events 
when a major ship comes back into 
port. 

This visit of the Commander-in-Chief 
was accomplished within normal allo-
cation of training flight hours to the 
pilots who flew him there. He was a 
passenger. He, as well as I, would like 
to experience landing a plane on an air-
craft carrier but we know we cannot do 
that. 

Very clearly, the President was car-
rying out the tradition of every Presi-
dent since John Tyler in 1844. Presi-
dent Eisenhower visited aircraft car-
riers after World War II. In 1980, 
Jimmy Carter visited the Nimitz, and 
in 1994, President Bill Clinton, on the 
George Washington, went from Eng-
land to France for the 50th anniversary 
of the Battle of Normandy. I do not re-
member any criticism of that. In fact, 
to the contrary. I think Americans are 
proud of the fact their President goes 
out to greet the troops as they are 
coming back and spends time with 
them. 

As this article points out, this Alas-
kan greeted the President as he came 
out of the gym. He had gone to work 
out with some of the guys and gals on 
board. I cannot think of a better way 
for a Commander-in-Chief to dem-
onstrate the great confidence we have 
in the young men and women who per-
formed their duty in Iraq. 

I ask unanimous consent that an-
other article which I have be printed in 
the RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See exhibit 2.) 
Mr. STEVENS. This is an article 

from the Copley News Service entitled 
‘‘Bush Continues Seagoing Tradition.’’ 
It points out the number of times that 
Presidents have gone on board aircraft 
carriers. 

Long before I came to the Senate, I 
remember when Adlai Stevenson came 
to Alaska. He was just a Presidential 
candidate. We traveled miles and miles 
to see him, although I was a Repub-
lican candidate for office at the time. I 
think every American wants to see the 
President and is totally honored to 
ever be in the presence of the Presi-
dent. That person represents the honor 
of our country, and I cannot think of a 
better way for a President to do it than 
to go out and land on an aircraft car-
rier and honor those who have served 
our country so well in Iraq. 

I do congratulate the President and I 
hope he keeps it up. I hope he visits 
every naval vessel he can visit and 
every military base he can visit. 

This generation has done a tremen-
dous job for us in Afghanistan and Iraq. 
My generation was referred to as ‘‘the 
greatest generation.’’ I think these 
young people far surpass what we did 
in terms of their ability to follow or-
ders, to achieve the goals that are set 
for them, and to do it in a very humane 
and humanitarian way. 

Again, I think the President did the 
right thing by thanking the soldiers 
and sailors and marines on that air-
craft carrier in person. I again repeat, 
I hope he will do it again. 

EXHIBIT 1 

AFTER SHAKY START, ALASKAN GREETS BUSH 
THREE TIMES 

(By Sheila Toomey) 

Petty Officer 3rd Class Francis 
Cushingham IV was so nervous about meet-
ing the president that he almost blew his 
first opportunity. 

‘‘I’m all freaking out. I was basically 
scared to meet him. I mean, he’s like basi-
cally the most powerful person on the plan-
et,’’ Cushingham said by phone Friday from 
San Diego, where the aircraft carrier USS 
Abraham Lincoln is docked. 

The 21-year-old from Eagle River and his 
5,000 shipmates played host Thursday to 
President Bush, who declared victory in Iraq 
in a speech broadcast from the carrier as it 
approached the California coast. The ship, 
which lift the United States in July, was re-
turning from duty in the Persian Gulf. 

Bush was on board all day, and getting to 
shake his hand became a ship-wide obsession. 

Trust an Alaskan to make the most of op-
portunity. Despite an uncertain start, 
Cushingham managed to shake Bush’s hand 
three separate times, get his picture taken 
with the president and appear in a back-
ground shot on the ‘‘Today’’ show. 

‘‘I’m basking in it,’’ Cushingham said. ‘‘Ev-
erybody was honored and excited. There’s a 
lot of people who didn’t get the chance to 
shake his hand, and they’re all bummed 
out.’’ 

The first occasion was outside 
Cushingham’s work station, a room of com-
puters used in navigating the massive ship 
that’s located along a corridor leading to the 
captain’s cabin. When a bunch of Secret 
Service agents appeared, signaling the presi-
dent’s approach, Cushingham said he got 
nervous and turned to leave. A colleague 
stopped him, and the first shake took place. 

‘‘I said, ‘How are you, sir? It’s a pleasure to 
meet you, sir.’ He said, ‘Thank you for your 
service to your country.’ I swore my face was 
the brightest hue of red you could possibly 
muster, but my friend said I didn’t look 
nervous.’’ 

An hour later, Bush was returning from 
the ship gym, wearing workout clothes, 
needing a shower, friendly and shorter than 
he looks on television, the 6-foot-3-inch Alas-
kan said. 

‘‘He stood in the doorway, saw all of us 
with our cameras, and pretty much offered a 
photo op right there. . . . He said, ‘Who has 
a camera? Who am I standing with first?’ ’’ 

‘‘I shook his hand about 4:20 in the after-
noon,’’ Cushingham said. ‘‘Pacific time.’’ 

The third shake was up on deck, after 
Bush’s speech. Now a pro, no longer nervous, 
Cushingham maneuvered to be among the 
group Bush was scheduled to shake hands 
with in the afterglow of the international 
media event. 
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Pressing presidential flesh was good, 

Cushingham said, but the photo is best. It’s 
proof of his few moments of glory. 

‘‘It’s something I’m going to keep to show 
to my children and my grandchildren. I can 
say, ‘Hey, I met the president.’ ’’ 

EXHIBIT 2 
BUSH CONTINUES SEAGOING TRADITION 

(By Otto Kreisher) 
WASHINGTON.—President Bush’s stay 

aboard the Abraham Lincoln off San Diego 
today will continue an unbroken record of 
presidential visits to U.S. Navy aircraft car-
riers that goes back to Dwight D. Eisen-
hower in 1957. 

Nearly half of those carrier visits have oc-
curred in the same Southern California 
waters that Bush will sail through during his 
overnight cruise aboard the Lincoln as it 
nears the end of a war-extended deployment 
to the Persian Gulf. 

The Lincoln will be the first U.S. warship 
Bush has gone aboard as president, an apt 
recognition of the major role that carriers 
have played in the conflicts that he ordered 
in Afghanistan and Iraq. 

Because the Lincoln will be too far off San 
Diego for a helicopter, Bush will fly to the 
carrier in a tactical aircraft, a historic first 
for a president. 

After arriving at North Island Naval Air 
Station aboard Air Force One this morning, 
Bush will board a twin-jet S–3B Viking from 
Sea Control Squadron 35. The plane will 
make a cable-assisted landing on the Lin-
coln. 

Though he served in the Texas Air Na-
tional Guard, Bush will be merely a pas-
senger strapped in next to the pilot, accord-
ing to White House spokesman Ari Fleischer. 
‘‘For the sake of the landing,’’ Fleischer 
said. ‘‘I’m sure he will be doing no piloting.’’ 

Closer to land tomorrow, Bush will return 
by helicopter and leave North Island before 
the Everett, Wash.,-based carrier arrives in 
San Diego Bay. 

The Navy will not discuss where Bush will 
stay during his night on the nuclear-powered 
carrier, citing security concerns. But the 
president could use either the spacious suite 
provided for the carrier battle group com-
mander, Rear Adm. John M. Kelly, or the 
large cabin available to the Lincoln’s com-
manding officer, Capt. Kendall Card. 

Both provide a comfortable bedroom with 
adjoining ‘‘head’’—Navy for bathroom—and 
large conference or dining room located sev-
eral levels above the flight deck. 

Presidential staff likely will be put into 
some of the officer staterooms vacated by 
about half of the air wing’s squadrons, which 
will have flown off to their home stations be-
fore Bush arrives. 

Eisenhower started the trend of com-
manders-in-chief touring carriers with his 
overnight stay on the Saratoga in June 1957. 
But every U.S. president has spent time on a 
Navy vessel since John Tyler in 1844, al-
though for several the only nautical expo-
sure was on the presidential yachts. 

Other presidents have spent a lot of time 
on warships, with the two Roosevelts—both 
one-time assistant Navy secretaries—leading 
the pack in visits. 

Theodore Roosevelt, who had served as act-
ing Navy secretary, visited at least six war-
ships as president, including a primitive sub-
marine in 1905. 

Franklin D. Roosevelt, who had been as-
sistant Navy secretary, spent months aboard 
12 different warships, including many war-
time voyages for overseas conferences with 
allied leaders. 

Although neither Roosevelt ever visited a 
carrier, both have had flattops named for 
them. 

George H.W. Bush followed FDR’s example 
of using warships for security overseas. He 
stayed aboard the cruiser Belknap during a 
1989 summit with Soviet President Mikhail 
Gorbachev in Malta and on the amphibious 
assault ship Tripoli during a New Year’s 1992 
visit to troops in Somalia. 

The elder Bush, a World War II Navy car-
rier pilot, also visited the carrier Forrestal 
during his Malta stay. 

John F. Kennedy, a PT boat captain in 
World War II, became the first president to 
visit a carrier off San Diego when he toured 
the Oriskany on June 6, 1963. He then spent 
that night aboard the Kitty Hawk, watching 
flight operations. 

Lyndon B. Johnson spent a night aboard 
the nuclear-powered Enterprise off San 
Diego on Nov. 10–11, 1967. 

Richard Nixon used two carriers to broad-
cast Armed Forces Day message to the 
troops: The Hornet on May 17, 1969, off the 
Virginia coast and the Independence on May 
19, 1973, docked at Norfolk. 

Jimmy Carter’s visits aboard the carrier 
named for Eisenhower in 1978 and the Nimitz 
in 1980 occurred in the Atlantic. The former 
nuclear-qualified submariner toured the Ei-
senhower’s nuclear reactor spaces—probably 
the only president ever to visit that highly 
restricted area. 

Ronald Reagan spend part of Aug. 20, 1981, 
on the San Diego-based Constellation, off the 
California coast. 

Bill Clinton visited three carriers and 
spent a night aboard the George Washington 
on June 5–6, 1994, sailing from England to 
Normandy for the 50th anniversary of the D- 
day invasion. 

f 

SMITHSONIAN BROUHAHA 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, turn-
ing to another subject, I have been con-
cerned about the newspaper reports 
and stories about the Smithsonian’s 
exhibit that was moved within the mu-
seum by its managers. Many of those 
newspaper stories and other news sto-
ries have indicated that I pressured the 
Smithsonian Museum to move that ex-
hibit. That is absolutely not true. No 
member of my office nor I contacted 
the Smithsonian. I checked with the 
other two members of the Alaska dele-
gation. None has commented on that 
exhibit or interfered in any way. 

When I looked into it, I concluded 
the Smithsonian was right. It was not 
just an exhibit of beautiful pictures of 
Alaska—and I love beautiful pictures of 
my State. It was an attempt to use the 
Smithsonian as a place to carry for-
ward the position of the Wilderness So-
ciety on the question of whether or not 
oil and gas development should take 
place on the Arctic coast. 

That is a public issue. Suppose I had 
taken all the photos and all the exhib-
its I have displayed on the floor and 
took them to the Smithsonian and said 
I wanted them positioned so the people 
coming in can understand why we 
should go forward in drilling ANWR. I 
believe the Senate would come apart at 
the seams. 

This action that has been taken is 
contrary to the basic concept of the 
Smithsonian. It should not be a place 
for advocacy on a public issue. Clearly, 
that is what happened. It was an ex-
hibit based on a book with contributors 

William Meadows of the Wilderness So-
ciety; Debbie Miller, of the Alaska Wil-
derness Society; Fran Mauer, former 
refuge manager; and former President 
Jimmy Carter, of the Alaska Wilder-
ness League. 

Let me describe the cover of the 
book. The book talks about seasons of 
life and land and a photographic jour-
ney through Alaska. That is wonderful. 
They are great photographs. What is 
the purpose of the book? The purpose 
of the book is to make people think the 
land depicted in this book is endan-
gered. There is a picture of a red sign 
with caribou, labeled ‘‘endangered.’’ 
‘‘Why is this land connected to us all?’’ 

Of the 19 million acres of the Arctic 
Wildlife Refuge, all but 1.5 million is 
protected. The Arctic Wildlife Refuge 
is already protected. It is not endan-
gered. The other 1.5 million acres is an 
area set aside by an amendment offered 
by Senator Tsongas of Massachusetts, 
a Democrat, and Senator Jackson of 
Washington, a Democrat. It was passed 
by the Senate, passed by the House, 
and the bill was signed by President 
Jimmy Carter in 1980 after the elec-
tion. 

President Carter has a foreword in 
this book. It says: 

In 1960, President Dwight D. Eisenhower 
established the original 8.9 million-acre Arc-
tic National Wildlife Range to preserve its 
unique wildlife, wilderness, and recreational 
values. 

I know that; I helped draft that 
order. I was at the Interior Department 
as a solicitor of the Department of the 
Interior. 

President Carter continues: 
Twenty years later, I signed the Alaska 

National Interest Lands Conservation Act, 
monumental legislation safeguarded more 
than 100 million acres of national parks, ref-
uges, and forest lands in Alaska. 

That is true. 
This loss specifically created the Arctic 

National Wildlife Refuge, doubled the size of 
the former range, and restricted develop-
ment in areas that are clearly incompatible 
with oil exploration. 

Since I left office, there have been repeated 
proposals to open the Arctic Refuge coastal 
plain to oil drilling. Those attempts have 
failed because of tremendous opposition by 
the American people. . . . 

This is a propaganda book. President 
Carter signed that law that had the 
Tsongas-Jackson amendment that au-
thorized us to go forward with oil and 
gas development as long as an environ-
mental impact statement dem-
onstrated there would be no irreparable 
harm to the Arctic Plain. 

President Carter has now developed 
opposition after signing the law that 
authorized oil and gas development. 
And the law would never have passed if 
it had not permitted it. 

The basic thing today is what to do 
about these people both in the Senate 
and elsewhere who are trying to per-
secute the Smithsonian officials who 
saw what they were trying to do. They 
were trying to use the Smithsonian to 
further their cause in opposition to the 
discussions going on in the Congress on 
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ANWR. The House had just passed a 
bill containing the approval to proceed 
with oil and gas leasing. They knew 
that. They wanted to put it up in the 
Smithsonian and have all the visitors 
to the beautiful Smithsonian look at 
this exhibit and come to the conclusion 
that those who propose proceeding 
with the authority under the 1980 act 
that President Carter signed, are some-
how wrong. 

That is advocacy on an issue that is 
pending before the U.S. Congress, and 
it is wrong to use the Smithsonian for 
that purpose. I do not believe we 
should let it go unnoticed. People are 
criticizing the management of the 
Smithsonian for having recognized 
that. I will defend them. They were 
right. 

As a matter of fact, I would defend 
them if someone from my point of view 
went to the Smithsonian and demanded 
space to use the Smithsonian to advo-
cate my point of view. That is not 
right. They have every right in the 
world to produce this book, every right 
in the world to publish it, to distribute 
it, to sell it, and to advocate a position 
against what I believe in. The constitu-
tional right of free speech in this coun-
try gives them the absolute right to do 
what they want to do, but they do not 
have the right to use federally sup-
ported facilities like the Smithsonian 
and demand the right to use it and cas-
tigate those who manage the institu-
tion, who caught them in the act and 
said: You cannot do that. 

I applaud the Smithsonian managers 
and I tell them unquestionably, I want 
them to notify me if there is any fur-
ther attempt to bully them. We are 
going to get to the bottom of this one 
because it is absolutely wrong to chal-
lenge and castigate people who are 
doing their job correctly. The Smithso-
nian did the proper thing, and their op-
ponents should admit it and stop this. 

Every article I have seen, every radio 
account that I have seen, anything 
that has been said about this, indicates 
I am the one who put pressure on the 
Smithsonian to move it. It is not true. 
We did not do that. But I do applaud 
the people who made the decision that 
this is wrong. 

I think the Congress should insist 
that the Smithsonian and other Fed-
eral facilities not be used for advocacy, 
pro or con, on legislation pending in 
the U.S. Congress. 

f 

AIR CARGO SECURITY 
IMPROVEMENT ACT 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise to give my comments on an 
act that we passed yesterday. It is the 
Air Cargo Security Improvement Act. I 
think it is worth noting some of the 
particulars of this legislation which 
passed the Senate last night because it 
is another important step toward fully 
protecting the United States and all 
Americans from terrorists who intend 
to use our aviation system to commit 
future attacks. 

While there are a bunch of provisions 
in this bill, it includes the creation of 
a security program to protect our air 
cargo from terrorist attacks. This bill 
mandates crucial studies on blast-re-
sistant cargo containers. It also pro-
vides for TSA, the Transportation Se-
curity Administration, passenger 
screening. That is known as CAPPS II. 
It also provides how to defend our air-
liners from shoulder-fired missile at-
tacks. That is a shoulder-mounted, 
heat-seeking missile, similar to that 
used in the attack of last December on 
an Israeli charter jet in the skies over 
Kenya. 

This legislation is clearly in the in-
terest of the United States and in the 
interest of freedom-loving people 
around the world. It also addresses a 
deep concern of mine regarding foreign 
citizens coming to the United States to 
receive pilot training on all sizes of 
aircraft. Does that have a resonance? 
Does that call to mind something that 
had disastrous consequences to this 
country? 

Well, indeed, because what we have 
seen is what can happen when people 
come to our country with the specific 
intent to do us great harm. Many of 
the September 11 hijackers had learned 
to fly airplanes right here in the 
United States. They used those air-
planes, then, as deadly weapons against 
the interests of Americans and the peo-
ple who were in those buildings. They 
learned to fly in flight schools right 
here in the United States. 

Now, section 113 of the Aviation and 
Transportation Security Act, which 
was enacted in the last Congress, re-
quires background checks of all foreign 
flight school applicants seeking train-
ing to operate aircraft that are 12,500 
pounds or more. I had attached that 
particular provision in the Commerce 
Committee, and that was part of the 
package that ultimately became law. 

Clearly, that was a step in the right 
direction because, had that been in ef-
fect, it would have screened out those 
who did harm to us by learning to fly 
airliners in our own flight training 
schools here. But that provision—with 
a cutoff of only learning to fly 12,500- 
pound aircraft or more—doesn’t help us 
from preventing different types of po-
tential attacks against our domestic 
security. 

To rectify that problem, we attached 
another amendment to the bill that 
passed last night which addresses the 
issue of background checks for all for-
eign flight students who come to flight 
schools to learn to fly in the United 
States. 

Why? Besides the obvious—the events 
on September 11—the FBI has issued 
terrorism warnings indicating that 
small planes might be used to carry 
out suicide attacks. Small aircraft can 
be used by terrorists to attack nuclear 
facilities, carry explosives, or to de-
liver biological or chemical agents. We 
remember what they found on the com-
puter of one of the suspected hijackers: 
information about learning to fly a 
crop duster. 

For example, if a crop duster is filled 
with a combination of fertilizers and 
explosives and were it to be taken into 
an area of high concentration of peo-
ple, such as a sports stadium, that 
could do some serious damage and 
some serious injury, not even to speak 
of the possibility of distributing bio-
logical or chemical agents from some-
thing like a crop duster. It is in the in-
terest of this country to ensure we are 
not training terrorists to perform 
those acts. 

The bill that passed last night will 
close an important loophole and an-
swer the critical warnings issued re-
cently by the FBI by extending the 
background check requirement to all 
foreign applicants to U.S. flight 
schools regardless of the size of aircraft 
they seek to learn to fly. 

The flight schools naturally have 
been concerned: Is this going to be 
more redtape for them? The fact is, 
when we passed this provision over a 
year ago, it was assigned to the De-
partment of Justice. The Department 
of Justice never implemented the bill, 
to the great frustration of the owners 
and the operators of flight schools, so 
that they could never get the foreign 
flight students in because the Depart-
ment of Justice had not implemented 
the rules to allow those background 
checks, which is a simple little finger-
print test that can be done in our em-
bassies and consulates abroad before 
the foreign flight student ever comes 
to America. Naturally, the flight 
schools were frustrated. 

We are rectifying that situation for 
the flight schools because this is not 
going to be in the Department of Jus-
tice, where the holdup occurred; it is 
going to be in the new Department of 
Homeland Security, specifically des-
ignated to the TSA, the Transportation 
Security Administration, and it is my 
expectation that the TSA, which pro-
vided excellent advice in the fine-tun-
ing of this legislation, will apply an ap-
propriate level of background screen-
ing to all foreign nationals who seek 
flight training in the United States, 
and then the frustrations of the flight 
schools will be taken care of. The flight 
schools will be able to know that the 
background check has already been 
done abroad before the flight student 
from a foreign land arrives. 

That procedure is not going to allow 
anyone to slip through the cracks. We 
cannot aid anyone who intends to do 
harm to Americans and to our Nation. 

I thank all the Senators who helped 
me with this legislation. It has been a 
couple of years in the making to fi-
nally get it to this point. The chairman 
and ranking members, Senators 
MCCAIN and HOLLINGS, and their staff 
have worked with us to ensure the in-
clusion of this provision in the bill. Fi-
nally, we are on the way to solving this 
problem. 
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NOMINATION OF DEBORAH COOK 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I would 
like to explain why I opposed the nomi-
nation of Deborah Cook to the U.S. Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals for the Sixth Cir-
cuit earlier this week. 

As I have stated, before, appointees 
to the Federal bench must be able to 
set aside their personal philosophies 
and beliefs. They must be able to ad-
minister and enforce the law in a fair 
and impartial manner. Because the 
U.S. Supreme Court hears fewer and 
fewer cases each year, the circuit 
courts are the court of last resort for 
many ordinary citizens and businesses. 
The circuit courts often have the last 
word on important cases dealing with 
civil rights, environmental protection, 
consumer protections, and labor issues, 
among many others. Circuit court 
judges must demonstrate a record of 
integrity, honesty, fairness, and a will-
ingness to uphold the law. It doesn’t 
matter if that person is nominated by 
a Democrat or a Republican—the 
standard remains the same. 

In reviewing Ms. Cook’s record, I 
noted several instances in which she 
clearly ignored her own State’s Con-
stitution or her own court’s prior 
precedent in issuing her opinion or dis-
sent. This was particularly striking in 
cases involving worker and consumer 
rights and protections. Her record indi-
cates she lacks the sensitivity and 
legal integrity so vital to any person 
worthy of a lifetime appointment as a 
U.S. circuit court judge. Her record in-
dicates she cannot set aside her own 
personal philosophies and beliefs in de-
ciding the cases before her. 

In short, I could not in good con-
science, exercising my duty under the 
Constitution, vote to confirm Deborah 
Cook to a lifetime appointment on the 
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals. 

f 

BUSINESS PRACTICES IN THE GUN 
INDUSTRY 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, a declara-
tion recently filed in a California law-
suit by Mr. Robert A. Ricker, former 
assistant general counsel for the Na-
tional Rifle Association and former ex-
ecutive director of the American 
Shooting Sports Council, revealed that 
many in the gun industry have long 
known that their business practices 
make it easier for criminals to gain ac-
cess to guns yet often fail to do any-
thing about it. 

In his declaration, Mr. Ricker cites 
an example of irresponsible business 
practices in the gun industry known as 
straw purchasing. Straw purchases are 
a primary avenue by which a relatively 
small number of federally licensed fire-
arm dealers supply the criminal mar-
ket. A straw purchase involves a buyer 
with a clean record purchasing a gun 
for someone who is prohibited by law 
from doing so. Mr. Ricker asserts that 
it has long been known in the gun in-
dustry that many straw purchases and 
other questionable sales can be stopped 

if dealers are trained in preventing ille-
gal activity. However, in the absence of 
such training and a commitment to re-
sponsible business practices, many 
straw sales continue to take place un-
detected. Instead of requiring their 
dealers to act responsibly, Mr. Ricker 
says that it has been a common prac-
tice among some gun manufacturers to 
adopt a ‘‘see-no-evil, hear-no-evil, 
speak-no-evil’’ approach. This ap-
proach does nothing to discourage the 
evasion of firearms laws and regula-
tions. 

Mr. Ricker’s accounts confirm what 
has long been suspected. Some gun 
manufacturers and dealers know their 
practices facilitate criminal access to 
firearms but they do nothing about it. 
The Lawful Commerce in Arms Act 
that recently passed the House and 
that has been referred to the Senate 
Judiciary Committee would shield 
those negligent and reckless gun deal-
ers and manufacturers from many le-
gitimate civil lawsuits. Certainly, 
those in the industry who conduct 
their business negligently or recklessly 
should not be shielded from the con-
sequences of their actions. Mr. Ricker’s 
declaration contributes further evi-
dence that this bill would assist some 
in the gun industry in avoiding respon-
sibility for their business practices. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

NATIONAL NURSES WEEK 

∑ Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ac-
knowledge the importance of this week 
and pay tribute to a very important 
sector of our health care workforce. 
This week marks ‘‘National Nurse 
Week,’’ which highlights the critical 
role that nurses play in our Nation’s 
health care system. Nurses are the 
backbone of our health care system 
and their continued dedication and 
commitment to both patients and doc-
tors deserves our praise during this 
special week. I am thankful for all the 
hard work that the men and women of 
this profession provide to the people of 
South Dakota and our Nation. 

South Dakota is fortunate to have 
several successful nursing programs 
throughout the State dedicated to pro-
viding outstanding service to the peo-
ple of South Dakota. It is important 
that these institutions continue to 
grow and work to bring bright young 
professionals to the nursing field. This 
job has become more difficult in recent 
years as the profession faces increased 
workforce shortages. The average prac-
ticing nurse is in her midforties and 
will soon leave the workforce for re-
tirement. At the same time, we have 
less and less young nurses entering the 
field. This is especially a problem for 
rural States, such as South Dakota, 
which have chronic health care worker 
recruitment and retention problems. 
The nursing shortage also puts great 
strain on those currently working in 
the profession. Initiatives need to be 

taken on both fronts, professional and 
educational, to address these chal-
lenges and bolster the nursing work-
force in preparation for an aging baby 
boom generation. 

Last year, I was pleased to be a co-
sponsor of the Nurse Reinvestment 
Act, which was signed into law. This 
critically important legislation has es-
tablished five standards that will help 
alleviate many of the problems facing 
the nursing profession, including a spe-
cific focus on implementing these pro-
grams in rural areas. First, it creates a 
National Nurse Service Corps Scholar-
ship Program, which provides scholar-
ships in exchange for at least 2 years of 
service in a critical nursing shortage 
area or facility. Second, it will recruit 
nurses by establishing Nurse Recruit-
ment Grants and by creating both na-
tional and State public awareness cam-
paigns. Third, it creates ‘‘career lad-
der’’ programs that will encourage in-
dividuals to pursue additional edu-
cation, training, and advancement 
within the profession. Fourth, it in-
cludes a loan, scholarship, and stipend 
program for graduate level education 
in the nursing profession in exchange 
for teaching at an accredited school of 
nursing. Finally, it establishes a Na-
tional Commission on the Recruitment 
and Retention of Nurses to conduct 
studies and make recommendations on 
the vital issues facing the nursing pro-
fession. 

The fiscal year 2003 Omnibus Appro-
priations bill designated $20 million in 
funding for the Nurse Reinvestment 
Act. While this marks a step in the 
right direction, I would like to see this 
funding increased to accurately reflect 
what is really needed to curb the work-
force shortage crisis. I joined several of 
my colleagues in fighting for $250 mil-
lion in new money for this program 
last year, and as a member of the Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee, I will 
continue to fight for additional re-
sources towards that goal. 

As I have noted, the nursing work-
force is the foundation of our health 
care system. The continued dedication 
and commitment of our country’s 
nurses is truly inspirational and has 
made patients’ lives better and doctors’ 
jobs easier. I look forward to seeing 
this workforce grow as a result of the 
wonderful programs authorized by the 
Nurse Reinvestment Act. I will do what 
I can to help foster the expansion of 
these programs and I celebrate Nurses 
Week by thanking the nurses of this 
country for all that they do.∑ 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:44 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 874. An act to establish a program, co-
ordinated by the National Transportation 
Safety Board, of assistance to families of 
passengers involved in rail passenger acci-
dents. 
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H.R. 1261. An act to enhance the workforce 

investment system of the Nation by 
strengthening one-stop career centers, pro-
viding for more effective governance ar-
rangements, promoting access to a more 
comprehensive array of employment, train-
ing, and related services, establishing a tar-
geted approach to serving youth, and im-
proving performance accountability, and for 
other purposes. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to section 101(f)(3) of the 
Ticket to Work and Work Incentives 
Improvement Act of 1999 (42 U.S.C. 
1320b–19), and the order of the House of 
January 8, 2003, the Speaker appoints 
the following member on the part of 
the House of Representatives to the 
Ticket to Work and Work Incentives 
Advisory Panel: Mrs. Berthy De La 
Rosa-Aponte of Cooper City, FL, to a 4- 
year term. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 874. An act to establish a program, co-
ordinated by the National Transportation 
Safety Board, of assistance to families of 
passengers involved in rail passenger acci-
dents; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

H.R. 1261. An act to enhance the workforce 
investment system of the Nation by 
strengthening one-stop career centers, pro-
viding for more effective governance ar-
rangements, promoting access to a more 
comprehensive array of employment, train-
ing, and related services, establishing a tar-
geted approach to serving youth, and im-
proving performance accountability, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–2272. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Use of Debit cards for Flexible Spending Ar-
rangements (Rev. Rul. 2003-43)’’ received on 
May 7, 2003; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2273. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Weighted Average Interest Rate Update No-
tice (Notice 2003-32)’’ received on May 7, 2003; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2274. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Continuing Employment Exception to 
Medicare Tax Not Available If State or Local 
Government Employee Not a Member of a 
State Retirement System (Rev. Rule 2003- 
46)’’ received on May 7, 2003; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–2275. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘April—June 2003 Bond Factor Amounts 
(Rev. Rul. 2003-44)’’ received on May 7, 2003; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2276. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Bank Demutualization (Rev. Rul. 2003-48)’’ 
received on May 7, 2003; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–2277. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Earnings Calculation for Returned or Re-
characterized IRA Contribution (RIN 1545- 
BA82)’’ received on May 7, 2003; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–2278. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Length of Service Award Program (Rev. 
Rul. 2003-47)’’ received on May 7, 2003; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–2279. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Section 403(b) distribution reporting and 
withholding (Notice 2003-20)’’ received on 
May 7, 2003; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2280. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Revenue Procedure 2003-35 Gaming Industry 
Tip Compliance Agreement’’ received on 
May 7, 2003; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2281. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Constructive Transfers and Transfers of 
Property to a Third Party on Behalf of a 
Spouse (1545-AX99)’’ received on May 7, 2003; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–2282. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment of Waiver of Loss Carryovers 
from Separate Return Limitation Years 
(1545-BB39)’’ received on May 7, 2003; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–2283. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Guidance Under Section 817A Regarding 
Modified Guaranteed Contracts (1545-AY48)’’ 
received on May 7, 2003; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

EC–2284. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Unit, Internal Revenue Service, 
Department of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘National Median Gross Income for 2003 Rev-
enue Procedure (Rev. Proc. 2003-29)’’ received 
on May 7, 2003; to the Committee on Finance. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. GRASSLEY, from the Committee 
on Finance, with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute and an amendment to 
the title: 

S. 2. A bill to amend the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to provide additional tax incen-
tives to encourage economic growth. 

By Mr. SHELBY, from the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with-
out amendment: 

S. 709. A bill to award a congressional gold 
medal to Prime Minister Tony Blair. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. COCHRAN, and Mrs. LIN-
COLN): 

S. 1035. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to reduce the age for receipt of 
military retired pay for nonregular service 
from 60 to 55; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself, Mr. FEIN-
GOLD, Mr. KOHL, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. 
CAMPBELL, Mr. BURNS, and Mr. 
CRAIG): 

S. 1036. A bill to provide for a multi-agency 
cooperative effort to encourage further re-
search regarding the causes of chronic wast-
ing disease and methods to control the fur-
ther spread of the disease in deer and elk 
herds, to monitor the incidence of the dis-
ease, to support State efforts to control the 
disease, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. WARNER, Mr. HOLLINGS, 
Mr. KERRY, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. CARPER, 
Mr. ALLEN, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. CORZINE, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. SMITH, 
Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Ms. CANT-
WELL, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. 
CRAIG, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, and Mr. LAU-
TENBERG): 

S. 1037. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to provide for coverage 
under the medicare program of all oral 
anticancer drugs; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. ENZI, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. 
BURNS): 

S. 1038. A bill to limit the acquisition by 
the United States of land located in a State 
in which 25 percent or more of the land in 
that State is owned by the United States; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr. MIL-
LER, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. KYL, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. CORNYN, and Mr. CHAM-
BLISS): 

S. Res. 138. A resolution to amend rule 
XXII of the Standing Rules of the Senate re-
lating to the consideration of nominations 
requiring the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate; to the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration. 

By Mr. SUNUNU: 
S. Res. 139. A resolution expressing the 

thanks of the Senate to the people of Qatar 
for their cooperation in supporting United 
States Armed Forces and the armed forces of 
coalition countries during the recent mili-
tary action in Iraq, and welcoming His High-
ness Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifah Al-Thani, 
Emir of the State of Qatar, to the United 
States; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr. 
DURBIN, Mr. BOND, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
KERRY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BIDEN, 
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Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. TALENT, Mr. BUNNING, 
Mr. ALLEN, Mr. ENZI, Mr. SMITH, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. DOMENICI, and Mr. 
CRAPO): 

S. Res. 140. A resolution designating the 
week of August 10, 2003, as ‘‘National Health 
Center Week’’; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 215 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. BOXER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 215, a bill to authorize funding as-
sistance for the States for the dis-
charge of homeland security activities 
by the National Guard. 

S. 269 

At the request of Mr. JEFFORDS, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S . 269, a bill to amend the 
Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 to fur-
ther the conservation of certain wild-
life species. 

S. 528 

At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
528, a bill to reauthorize funding for 
maintenance of public roads used by 
school buses serving certain Indian res-
ervations. 

S. 910 

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the 
name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
DURBIN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
910, a bill to ensure the continuation of 
non-homeland security functions of 
Federal agencies transferred to the De-
partment of Homeland Security. 

S. 982 

At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. FEINGOLD) and the Senator from 
Connecticut (Mr. DODD) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 982, a bill to halt Syr-
ian support for terrorism, end its occu-
pation of Lebanon, stop its develop-
ment of weapons of mass destruction, 
cease its illegal importation of Iraqi 
oil, and hold Syria accountable for its 
role in the Middle East, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 983 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 983, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to authorize the Di-
rector of the National Institute of En-
vironmental Health Sciences to make 
grants for the development and oper-
ation of research centers regarding en-
vironmental factors that may be re-
lated to the etiology of breast cancer. 

S. 1000 

At the request of Mr. GRAHAM of 
South Carolina, the name of the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. JOHNSON) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1000, a 
bill to amend title 10, United States 
Code, to revise the age and service re-
quirements for eligibility to receive re-

tired pay for non-regular service; to 
provide TRICARE eligibility for mem-
bers of the Selected Reserve of the 
Ready Reserve and their families; to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to allow employers a credit 
against income tax with respect to em-
ployees who participate in the military 
reserve components and to allow a 
comparable credit for participating re-
serve component self-employed individ-
uals, and for other purposes. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CORZINE (for himself, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. COCHRAN, and 
Mrs. LINCOLN): 

S. 1035. A bill to amend title 10, 
United States Code, to reduce the age 
for receipt of military retired pay for 
nonregular service from 60 to 55; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. CORZINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill that would re-
duce the retirement age for members of 
the National Guard and Reserve from 
60 to 55. This change would allow 93,000 
reservists currently aged 55 to 59 to re-
tire with full benefits and would re-
store parity between the retirement 
systems for Federal civilian employees 
and reservists. 

In the interests of fairness, the 
United States must act quickly to re-
store parity between the retirement 
age for civilian Federal employees and 
their reserve counterparts. When the 
reserve retirement system was created 
in 1947, the retirement age for reserv-
ists was identical to the age for civil-
ian employees. At age 60, reservists and 
government employees could hang up 
their uniforms and retire with full ben-
efits. However, since 1947, the retire-
ment age for civilian retirees has been 
lowered by 5 years, while the reserve 
retirement age has not changed. 

The disparate treatment of Federal 
employees and reservists would have 
been serious enough had the nature of 
the work performed by the reserves not 
changed substantially over the past 
five decades. But America has never 
placed greater demands on its ready re-
serve than it does now. More than 
200,000 reservists are serving their 
country in the war against terrorism 
at home, abroad, and in the conflict 
with Iraq. America’s dependence on our 
ready reserve has never been more ob-
vious, as reservists are now providing 
security at our Nation’s airports and 
air patrols over our major cities. As 
Charles Cragin, the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of Defense, recently noted, 
‘‘The nature and purpose of reserve 
service has changed since the end of 
the cold war. They are no longer week-
end warriors. They represent almost 50 
percent of the total force.’’ 

With call-ups that last several 
months and take reservists far from 
home, serving the Nation as a reservist 
has taken on more of the trappings of 
active duty service than ever before. 
The recent conflict has only further 

underscored the demands placed on the 
National Guard and Reserve. Before 
the war on terrorism began, reservists 
were performing about 13 million man- 
days each year, more than a 10-fold in-
crease over the one million man-days 
per year the reserves averaged just 10 
years ago. These statistics, the latest 
numbers available, do not even reflect 
the thousands of reservists who have 
been deployed since September 11 nor 
do they take into account the number 
of reservists who have been deployed in 
the current military action against 
Iraq. There is little doubt there will be 
a dramatic increase in the number of 
man-days for 2002 and 2003. In my view, 
with additional responsibility should 
come additional benefits. 

The Department of Defense typically 
has not supported initiatives like this. 
The Department has expressed concern 
over the proposal’s cost, which is esti-
mated to be approximately $20 billion 
over 10 years, although CBO figures are 
not yet available. However, I am con-
cerned that the Department’s position 
may be shortsighted. 

At a time when there is a patriotic 
fervor and a renewed enthusiasm for 
national service, it is easy to forget 
that not long ago, the U.S. military 
was struggling to meet its recruitment 
and retention goals. In the aftermath 
of September 11, defense-wide recruit-
ment and retention rates have im-
proved. However, there is no guarantee 
that this trend will continue. Unless 
the overall package of incentives is en-
hanced, there is little reason to believe 
that we will be able to attract and re-
tain highly-trained personnel. 

Active duty military personnel have 
often looked to the reserves as a way of 
continuing to serve their country while 
being closer to family. With thousands 
of dollars invested in training active 
duty officers and enlisted soldiers, the 
United States benefits tremendously 
when personnel decide to continue with 
the reserves. But with reserve deploy-
ments increasing in frequency and du-
ration—pulling reservists away from 
their families and civilian life for 
longer periods—the benefit of joining 
the reserves instead of active duty has 
been severely reduced. The more we de-
pend on the reserves, the greater 
chance we have of losing highly trained 
former active duty servicemen and 
women. The added incentive of full re-
tirement at 55 might provide an impor-
tant inducement for some of them to 
stay on despite the surge in deploy-
ments. 

Enacting this legislation will send 
the clear message that the United 
States values the increased sacrifice of 
our reservists during these trying 
times. The legislation has been en-
dorsed by key members of the Military 
Coalition, including the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, the Air Force Sergeants 
Association, the Air Force Association, 
the Retired Enlisted Association, the 
Fleet Reserve Association, the Naval 
Reserve Association, and the National 
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Guard Association. The bill would re-
store parity between the reserve retire-
ment system and the civilian retire-
ment system, acknowledge the in-
creased workload of reserve service, 
and provide essential personnel with an 
inducement to join and stay in the re-
serves until retirement. 

I hope my colleagues will join me in 
supporting this important legislation, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the legislation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1035 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. REDUCTION IN AGE FOR RECEIPT OF 

MILITARY RETIRED PAY FOR NON-
REGULAR SERVICE. 

(a) REDUCTION IN AGE.—Section 12731(a)(1) 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘at least 60 years of age’’ and in-
serting ‘‘at least 55 years of age’’. 

(b) APPLICATION TO EXISTING PROVISIONS OF 
LAW OR POLICY.—With respect to any provi-
sion of law, or of any policy, regulation, or 
directive of the executive branch, that refers 
to a member or former member of the uni-
formed services as being eligible for, or enti-
tled to, retired pay under chapter 1223 of 
title 10, United States Code, but for the fact 
that the member or former member is under 
60 years of age, such provision shall be car-
ried out with respect to that member or 
former member by substituting for the ref-
erence to being 60 years of age a reference to 
the age in effect for qualification for such re-
tired pay under section 12731(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, as amended by sub-
section (a). 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
the first day of the first month beginning on 
or after the date of the enactment of this 
Act and shall apply to retired pay payable 
for that month and subsequent months. 

By Mr. ALLARD (for himself, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. KOHL, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. 
BURNS, and Mr. CRAIG): 

S. 1036. A bill to provide for a multi- 
agency cooperative effort to encourage 
further research regarding the causes 
of chronic wasting disease and methods 
to control the further spread of the dis-
ease in deer and elk herds, to monitor 
the incidence of the disease, to support 
State efforts to control the disease, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, last 
year, I joined eleven colleagues in an 
effort to pass legislation that dealt 
with the eradication, monitoring, and 
surveillance of chronic wasting disease. 
Today, I am offering similar legisla-
tion, the ‘‘Chronic Wasting Disease 
Support Act of 2003.’’ Before I discuss 
the legislation further, I first want to 
thank Senator FEINGOLD for his leader-
ship on this matter and for working 
diligently to eradicate the disease. I 
also want to congratulate the State of 
Colorado, especially those Depart-
ments and Divisions that have been on 
the leading edge of disease manage-

ment and eradication. They faced a 
horrendous task—processing tens of 
thousands of tests on a tight time 
frame. While more work lies ahead, 
they are to be commended for their ef-
fort. 

What was first a serious problem in 
the western United States, chronic 
wasting disease now poses a serious 
threat to every State of the union. As 
a United States Senator, chronic wast-
ing disease presents not only a great 
animal health challenge, but a sci-
entific quandary as well. As a veteri-
narian, chronic wasting disease pre-
sents an even greater challenge to the 
scientific communities of both the 
States and the Federal Government be-
cause we know so little about the dis-
ease. This legislation, cosponsored by 
Senators FEINGOLD, KOHL, ROBERTS, 
CAMPBELL, BURNS and CRAIG, is a bipar-
tisan effort to defeat the disease and to 
send a message that CWD must remain 
a priority for the Federal Government. 

The importance of this bill to both 
the State and Federal Government can-
not be emphasized enough. It author-
izes $34.5 million in the battle against 
chronic wasting disease. Although the 
bill authorizes a substantial amount 
Federal funding to fight and eradicate 
the disease, the States will retain their 
undisputed primacy and policy-making 
authority with regard to wildlife man-
agement. Nothing in this act interferes 
with or otherwise affects the primacy 
of the States in managing wildlife gen-
erally, or managing, surveying and 
monitoring the incidence of chronic 
wasting disease. It is important that 
all members of our delegation and in 
both the House and the Senate, coordi-
nate our efforts as we fight the disease. 

Chronic wasting disease, or CWD, 
may be a new threat to some. Others 
may not be familiar with it at all. 
However, it is not new to those of us in 
Colorado and Wyoming, who have been 
dealing with it for over twenty years, 
and if the disease continues to spread, 
those unfamiliar with the fatal disease 
will, unfortunately, become experts in 
CWD policy. The scientific community 
has gone to great lengths to deal with 
the disease on limited budgets. These 
experts, through scientific publication 
and Congressional hearings, have told 
us that, although we have learned a 
tremendous amount about chronic 
wasting disease, there is much that we 
do not know and much that we must do 
to eradicate it. 

One thing we do know is that sound 
science is the answer, and that the 
Chronic Wasting Disease Support Act 
of 2003 is intended to greatly increase 
research, monitoring, surveillance, and 
management of the disease on all lev-
els. It bolsters testing capacity, 
diagnostics capabilities, and funding 
authorization. 

Increased research and research fund-
ing is necessary because the disease is 
quite simply a mystery—the origin and 
transmission of CWD remains un-
known. Unfortunately, the only way to 
treat an animal with CWD or to con-

tain the disease is to destroy the ani-
mal and cull the herd. Together, we 
must embark on an ambitious and 
sound scientific commitment for re-
search and investigation to end chronic 
wasting disease. That is what this bill 
calls for—cooperation and collabora-
tion, working together at both the 
State and Federal level to achieve a 
common objective. We must end chron-
ic wasting disease, and we must begin 
our eradication efforts now. 

The impact CWD will have on wild-
life and agriculture is undeniable, and 
the economic and emotional toll of the 
disease cannot be overstated. Commu-
nities that are economically reliant 
upon deer and elk related enterprises 
will feel the impact of CWD as concern 
about the disease grows. But we can 
stop this, and we must stop this. We 
have an opportunity to restore cervid 
health, to contain the disease, and, 
most importantly, to eradicate the dis-
ease. This is the challenge that I urge 
my colleagues to accept, and to take 
decisive action; adequate research 
funding that is directed toward the 
complete eradication of chronic wast-
ing disease starts with this authorizing 
legislation. 

In those States that are already deal-
ing with CWD, the fiscal demands re-
quired to manage the disease is quite 
apparent. State budgets are stretched 
thin as they cull wild and captive herds 
and research for workable solutions to 
stop the disease. With State budgets al-
ready strained, an infusion of Federal 
resources and technical assistance is 
required to help the States keep CWD 
from spreading, to treat infected or ex-
posed populations, and to greatly ex-
pand research for testing and possible 
cures. This bill does just that by pro-
viding assistance in the form of grants, 
Federal research programs and inci-
dence reporting, as well as scientific 
assistance. State and Federal coopera-
tion will protect animal welfare, safe-
guard our valued livestock industry, 
provide relief to family elk ranchers, 
help guarantee America’s food safety, 
and protect the public health. 

The Chronic Wasting Disease Support 
Act of 2003 provides the foundation for 
a nationwide increase in diagnostic ca-
pabilities. Undoubtedly, the spread of 
CWD and the increased awareness of 
the disease, will cause the demand for 
testing to grow exponentially—this bill 
helps us prepare to handle a large vol-
ume of cases efficiently and reliably. 
The legislation calls for the develop-
ment of new testing methods to help us 
understand the disease, as well as de-
veloping a live test. 

Chronic wasting disease presents a 
common problem to the States and the 
Federal Government. The Federal con-
duit role that is provided in the bill 
will allow animal health experts to un-
ravel the CWD mystery. The challenge 
we face is to achieve what we all recog-
nize as a common objective—to under-
stand CWD and to eradicate it. But, we 
must act quickly or this disease will 
redefine the wildlife characteristics of 
our States. 
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Thank you, Senator FEINGOLD. I ask 

unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

S. 1036 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Chronic 
Wasting Disease Support Act of 2003’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITION OF CHRONIC WASTING DIS-

EASE. 
In this Act, the term ‘‘chronic wasting dis-

ease’’ means the animal disease afflicting 
deer and elk that— 

(1) is a transmissible disease of the nervous 
system resulting in distinctive lesions in the 
brain; and 

(2) belongs to the group of diseases known 
as transmissible spongiform 
encephalopathies, which group includes 
scrapie, bovine spongiform encephalopathy, 
and Cruetzfeldt-Jakob disease. 
SEC. 3. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) Pursuant to State and Federal law, the 

States retain undisputed primacy and policy- 
making authority with regard to wildlife 
management, and nothing in this Act inter-
feres with or otherwise affects the primacy 
of the States in managing wildlife generally, 
or managing, surveying, and monitoring the 
incidence of chronic wasting disease. 

(2) Chronic wasting disease, the fatal neu-
rological disease found in cervids, is a funda-
mental threat to the health and vibrancy of 
deer and elk populations, and the increased 
occurrence of chronic wasting disease in re-
gionally diverse locations in recent months 
necessitates an escalation in research, sur-
veillance, monitoring, and management ac-
tivities focused on containing, managing, 
and eradicating this lethal disease. 

(3) As the States move to manage existing 
incidence of chronic wasting disease and in-
sulate non-infected wild and captive cervid 
populations from the disease, the Federal 
Government should endeavor to provide inte-
grated and holistic financial and technical 
support to these States. 

(4) In its statutory role as supporting 
agent, relevant Federal agencies should pro-
vide consistent, coherent, and integrated 
support structures and programs for the ben-
efit of State wildlife and agricultural admin-
istrators, as chronic wasting disease can 
move freely between captive and wild cervids 
across the broad array of Federal, State, and 
local land management jurisdictions. 

(5) The Secretary of the Interior, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, and other affected 
Federal authorities can provide consistent, 
coherent, and integrated support systems 
under existing legal authorities. 

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF THE 
INTERIOR ACTIVITIES 

SEC. 101 GRANTS FOR STATE AND TRIBAL EF-
FORTS TO MANAGE CHRONIC WAST-
ING DISEASE IN WILDLIFE. 

(a) AVAILABILITY OF ASSISTANCE.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior shall develop a grant 
program to allocate funds appropriated to 
carry out this section directly to the State 
agency responsible for wildlife management 
in each State that petitions the Secretary 
for a portion of such fund to develop and im-
plement long term management strategies 
to address chronic wasting disease in wild-
life. 

(b) FUNDING PRIORITIES.—In determining 
the amounts to be allocated to grantees 
under subsection (a), priority shall be given 
based on the following criteria: 

(1) Relative scope of incidence of chronic 
wasting disease in the State, with priority 
given to those jurisdictions with the highest 
incidence of the disease. 

(2) Expenditures on chronic wasting dis-
ease management, monitoring, surveillance, 
and research, with priority given to those 
States and tribal governments that have 
shown the greatest financial commitment to 
managing, monitoring, surveying, and re-
searching chronic wasting disease. 

(3) Comprehensive and integrated policies 
and programs focused on chronic wasting 
disease management between involved State 
wildlife and agricultural agencies and tribal 
governments, with priority given to grantees 
that have integrated the programs and poli-
cies of all involved agencies related to chron-
ic wasting disease management. 

(4) Rapid response to new outbreaks of 
chronic wasting disease, whether occurring 
in States in which chronic wasting disease is 
already found or States with first infections, 
with the intent of containing the disease in 
any new area of infection. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated 
$10,000,000 to carry out this subsection. 
SEC. 102. COMPUTER MODELING OF DISEASE 

SPREAD IN WILD CERVID POPU-
LATIONS. 

(a) MODELING PROGRAM REQUIRED.—The 
Secretary of the Interior shall establish a 
modeling program to predict the spread of 
chronic wasting disease in wild deer and elk 
in the United States. 

(b) ROLE.—Computer modeling shall be 
used to identify areas of potential disease 
concentration and future outbreak and shall 
be made available for the purposes of tar-
geting public and private chronic wasting 
disease control efforts. 

(c) DATA INTEGRATION.—Information shall 
be displayed in a GIS format to support man-
agement use of modeling results, and shall 
be displayed integrated with the following: 

(1) Land use data. 
(2) Soils data. 
(3) Elevation data. 
(4) Environmental conditions data. 
(5) Wildlife data; and 
(6) Other data as appropriate. 
(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of the Interior $1,000,000 under 
this section. 
SEC. 103. SURVEILLANCE AND MONITORING PRO-

GRAM REGARDING PRESENCE OF 
CHRONIC WASTING DISEASE IN 
WILD HERDS OF DEER AND ELK. 

(a) PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT.—Using exist-
ing authorities, the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, acting through the United States Geo-
logical Survey, shall conduct a surveillance 
and monitoring program on Federal lands 
managed by the Secretary to identify— 

(1) the incidence of chronic wasting disease 
infection in wild herds of deer and 

(2) the cause and extent of the spread of 
the disease; and 

(3) potential reservoirs of infection and 
vectors promoting the spread of the disease. 

(b) TRIBAL ASSISTANCE.—In developing the 
surveillance and monitoring program for 
wild herds on Federal lands, the Secretary of 
the Interior shall provide assistance to tribal 
governments or tribal government entities 
responsible for managing and controlling 
chronic wasting disease in wildlife on tribal 
lands. 

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of the Interior $3,000,000 to es-
tablish and support the surveillance and 
monitoring program. 
SEC. 104. NATIONAL REPOSITORY OF INFORMA-

TION REGARDING CHRONIC WAST-
ING DISEASE. 

(a) INFORMATION REPOSITORY.—The United 
States Department of the Interior, using ex-
isting authorities, shall develop and main-
tain an interactive, Internet based web site 
that displays— 

(1) surveillance and monitoring program 
data regarding chronic wasting disease in 
both wild and captive cervid populations and 

other wildlife that are collected by the De-
partment of the Interior, the Department of 
Agriculture, other Federal agencies, State 
agencies, and tribal governments assisted 
under this Act; and 

(2) modeling information regarding the 
spread of chronic wasting disease in the 
United States; and 

(3) other relevant information regarding 
chronic wasting disease received from other 
sources. 

(b) INFORMATION SHARING POLICY.—The na-
tional repository shall be available as a re-
source for Federal and State agencies re-
sponsible for managing and controlling 
chronic wasting disease and for institutions 
of higher education and other public or pri-
vate research entities conducting research 
regarding chronic wasting disease. Data from 
the repository shall be made available to 
other Federal agencies, State agencies and 
the general public upon request. 

TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE ACTIVITIES 

SEC. 201. SAMPLING AND TESTING PROTOCOLS 

(a) SAMPLING PROTOCOL.—Within 30 days of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall release guidelines for the use 
by Federal, State, tribal and local agencies 
for the collection of animal tissue to be test-
ed for chronic wasting disease. Guidelines 
shall include, at a minimum, procedures for 
the collection and stabilization of tissue 
samples for transport for laboratory assess-
ment. Such guidelines shall be updated as 
necessary. 

(b) TESTING PROTOCOL.—Within 30 days of 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall release a protocol to be used in 
the laboratory assessment of samples of ani-
mal tissue that may be contaminated with 
chronic wasting disease. 

(c) LABORATORY CERTIFICATION AND INSPEC-
TION PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall establish a program for the 
certification and inspection of Federal and 
non-Federal laboratories (including private 
laboratories) under which the Secretary 
shall authorize laboratories certified under 
the program to conduct tests for chronic 
wasting disease. 

(2) VERIFICATION.—In carrying out the pro-
gram established under paragraph (1), the 
Secretary may require that the results of 
any tests conducted by private laboratories 
shall be verified by Federal laboratories. 

(d) DEVELOPMENT OF NEW TESTS.—Not later 
than 45 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary shall accelerate re-
search into— 

(1) the development of animal tests for 
chronic wasting disease, including— 

(A) tests for live animals; and 
(B) field diagnostic tests; and 
(2) the development of testing protocols 

that reduce laboratory test processing time. 

SEC. 202. ERADICATION OF CHRONIC WASTING 
DISEASE IN HERDS OF DEER AND 
ELK. 

(a) CAPTIVE HERD PROGRAM DEVELOP-
MENT.—The Secretary of Agriculture, acting 
through the Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service, shall develop a program to 
identify the rate of chronic wasting disease 
infection in captive herds of deer and elk, 
the cause and extent of the spread of the dis-
ease, and potential reservoirs of infection 
and vectors promoting the spread of the dis-
ease. 

(1) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary of Ag-
riculture shall provide financial and tech-
nical assistance to States and tribal govern-
ments to implement surveillance and moni-
toring program for captive herds. 
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(2) COOPERATION.—In developing the sur-

veillance and monitoring program for cap-
tive herds, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
cooperate with State agencies responsible 
for managing and controlling chronic wast-
ing disease in captive wildlife. Grantees 
under this section shall submit to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture a plan for monitoring 
chronic wasting disease in captive wildlife 
and reducing the risk of disease spread 
through captive wildlife transport. As a con-
dition of awarding aid under this section, the 
Secretary of Agriculture may prohibit or re-
strict the— 

(A) movement in interstate commerce of 
any animal, article, or means of conveyance 
if the Secretary determines that the prohibi-
tion or restriction is necessary to prevent 
the introduction or dissemination of chronic 
wasting disease; and 

(B) use of any means of conveyance or fa-
cility in connection with the movement in 
interstate commerce of any animal or article 
if the Secretary determines that the prohibi-
tion or restriction is necessary to prevent 
the introduction or dissemination of chronic 
wasting disease. 

(3) COORDINATION.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture, in cooperation with the Secretary of 
the Interior, shall establish uniform stand-
ards for the collection and assessment of 
samples and data derived from the surveil-
lance and monitoring program. 

(b) CAPTIVE HERD PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary of Agriculture, acting through the 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, 
shall, consistent with existing authority, 
provide grants to assist states in reducing 
the incidence of chronic wasting disease in-
fection in captive herds of deer and elk. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of Agriculture $8,000,000 to 
conduct activities under this section, of 
which no less than $6 million is to be award-
ed to State and tribal governments. 
SEC. 203. EXPANSION OF DIAGNOSTIC TESTING 

CAPACITY. 
(a) PURPOSE.—Diagnostic testing will con-

tinue to be conducted on samples collected 
under the surveillance and monitoring pro-
grams regarding chronic wasting disease 
conducted by the States and the Federal 
Government and Indian Tribes, including the 
programs required by this Act, but current 
laboratory capacity is inadequate to process 
the anticipated sample load. 

(b) UPGRADING OF FEDERAL FACILITIES.— 
The Secretary of Agriculture shall provide 
for the upgrading of Federal laboratories to 
facilitate the timely processing of samples 
from the surveillance and monitoring pro-
grams required by this Act and related epide-
miological investigation in response to the 
results of such processing. 

(c) UPGRADING OF CERTIFIED LABORA-
TORIES.—Using the grant authority provided 
under section 2(d) of the Competitive, Spe-
cial and Facilities Research Grant Act (7 
U.S.C. 450i(d)), the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall make grants to provide for the upgrad-
ing of laboratories certified by the Secretary 
to facilitate the timely processing of sam-
ples from surveillance and monitoring pro-
grams and related epidemiological investiga-
tion in response to the results of such proc-
essing. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of Agriculture $7,500,000 to 
carry out this section. 
SEC. 204. EXPANSION OF AGRICULTURAL RE-

SEARCH SERVICE RESEARCH. 
(a) EXPANSION.—The Secretary of Agri-

culture, acting through the Agricultural Re-
search Service, shall expand and accelerate 
basic research on chronic wasting disease, 

including research regarding detection of 
chronic wasting disease, genetic resistance, 
tissue studies, and environmental studies. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of Agriculture $1,000,000 to 
carry out this section. 
SEC. 205. EXPANSION OF COOPERATIVE STATE 

RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND EXTEN-
SION SERVICE SUPPORTED RE-
SEARCH AND EDUCATION. 

(a) RESEARCH EFFORTS.—The Secretary of 
Agriculture, acting through the Cooperative 
State Research, Education and Extension 
Service, shall expand the grant program re-
garding research on chronic wasting disease. 

(b) EDUCATIONAL EFFORTS.—The Secretary 
of Agriculture shall provide educational out-
reach regarding chronic wasting disease to 
the general public, industry and conserva-
tion organizations, hunters, and interested 
scientific and regulatory communities. 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of Agriculture— 

(1) $3,000,000 to carry out subsection (a); 
and 

(2) $1,000,000 to carry out subsection (b). 
TITLE III—GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 301. INTERAGENCY COORDINATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Within 60 days after the 

date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall enter into a cooperative agree-
ment for the purpose of coordinating actions 
and disbursing funds authorized under this 
Act to prevent the spread of chronic wasting 
disease and related diseases in the United 
States. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secre-
taries shall submit to Congress a report 
that— 

(1) describes actions that are being taken, 
and will be taken, to prevent the further out-
break of chronic wasting disease and related 
diseases in the United States; and 

(2) contains any additional recommenda-
tions for additional legislative and regu-
latory actions that should be taken to pre-
vent the spread of chronic wasting disease in 
the United States. 
SEC. 303. RULEMAKING. 

(a) JOINT RULEMAKING.—To ensure that the 
surveillance and monitoring programs and 
research programs required by this Act are 
compatible and that information collection 
is carried out in a manner suitable for inclu-
sion in the national database required by 
section 102, the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall jointly 
promulgate rules to implement this Act. 

(b) PROCEDURE.—The promulgation of the 
rules shall be made without regard to— 

(1) chapter 5 of title 44, United States Code 
(commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduc-
tion Act’’); 

(2) the Statement of Policy of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 
(36 Fed. Reg. 13804), relating to notices of 
proposed rulemaking and public participa-
tion in rulemaking; and 

(3) the notice and comment provisions of 
section 553 of title 5, United States Code. 

(c) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 
RULEMAKING.—In carrying out this section, 
the Secretary of the Interior and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall use the authority 
provided under section 808 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(d) RELATION TO OTHER RULEMAKING AND 
LAW.—The requirement for joint rulemaking 
shall not be construed to require any delay 
in the promulgation by the Secretary of Ag-
riculture of rules regarding the interstate 
transportation of captive deer or elk or to ef-
fect any other rule or public law imple-

mented by the Secretary of Agriculture or 
the Secretary of the Interior regarding 
chronic wasting disease before the date of 
the enactment of this Act. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, 
today, I am pleased to join the Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. ALLARD) in intro-
ducing comprehensive legislation to 
address the problem of chronic wasting 
disease. This legislation is similar to 
legislation we introduced last year, up-
dated to reflect current status of this 
issue. I am delighted to be continuing 
my efforts with him on this bill and to 
again also be working with my senior 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. KOHL) and 
commend them and their staff for all 
their tireless efforts. 

This disease is a serious problem af-
fecting both wild and captive deer in 
my home State of Wisconsin. It has 
spread from Wisconsin to the neigh-
boring states of Minnesota and Illinois. 
This legislation is acutely needed, as 
Wisconsin’s experience in getting Fed-
eral assistance to address this problem, 
though eventually forthcoming, has 
been extremely slow and frustrating. 
The Federal Government must make 
chronic wasting disease a higher pri-
ority, and Congress must provide the 
relevant federal agencies with the addi-
tional funds and authority so that they 
can do so. 

Congress delayed action on this bill 
in the last Congress, under promises 
that the Department of the Interior, 
DOI, and the Department of Agri-
culture, USDA, would be acting quick-
ly to put together and implement a 
comprehensive CWD management plan. 
It has now been nearly a year, and no 
such plan has emerged. I was successful 
in getting a provision included in the 
2003 Omnibus Appropriations bill call-
ing for the plan to be released no later 
than May 20, 2003. That deadline is rap-
idly approaching, and the legislation 
we introduce today will provide a clear 
message—CWD must be a priority for 
the Federal Government and for this 
administration. 

A coordinated approach is needed, 
due to the severity of this disease, its 
ability to spread, and our urgent need 
for information to address it. Chronic 
wasting disease belongs to the family 
of transmissible spongiform 
encephalopathies, TSEs, diseases. TSEs 
are a group of transmissible, slowly 
progressive, degenerative diseases of 
the central nervous systems of several 
species of animals. Animal TSEs in-
clude, in addition to chronic wasting 
disease, CWD, in deer and elk, bovine 
spongiform encephalopathy in cattle, 
scrapie in sheep and goats, feline 
spongiform encephalopathy in cats, 
and mink spongiform encephalopathy 
in mink. 

The State of Wisconsin has just com-
pleted an historic effort to test the 
deer in our State. Results from more 
than 41,000 whitetail deer tested in our 
State have turned up 207 CWD positive 
animals. Almost all of the infected 
deer, 201 of the total, came from a 411 
square mile eradication zone of Dane, 
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Iowa and Sauk counties. My State 
began intensive testing of deer after 
CWD was discovered on February 28, 
2002. Over 1,200 people in my State have 
been involved, conducting thousands of 
hours of work at millions of dollars of 
expense. CWD has also been found in 
several captive herds in my State as 
well. 

In that vein, the legislation we are 
introducing in comprehensive, address-
ing both captive and wild animals and 
short term and long term needs. It au-
thorizes a $34.5 million Federal chronic 
wasting disease program that will be 
administered by the United States De-
partments of Interior and Agriculture, 
USDA. It is similar to legislation being 
introduced today in the House of Rep-
resentatives by the Representatives 
from Colorado (Mr. MCINNIS), and from 
Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN), and was co-
sponsored on a bipartisan basis by Wis-
consin delegation members in the 
House Of Representatives in the last 
Congress. I think it is extremely appro-
priate that legislators from Colorado, 
the state that has the longest history 
in chronic wasting disease, have made 
a concerted effort to work with Wis-
consin members who are struggling 
with a new outbreak. I deeply appre-
ciate the commitment of the Rep-
resentative from Colorado (Mr. 
MCINNIS), toward finding a solution 
that works for both our States. I think 
these are good comprehensive efforts, 
and I would like to highlight a few pro-
visions in detail. 

The bill I am introducing with the 
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLARD), 
authorizes $16 million for grants to 
States and tribal governments battling 
CWD. The Interior Department to give 
up to $10 million in grants to States to 
help them plan and implement man-
agement strategies to address chronic 
wasting disease in both wild herds of 
deer and elk. The Interior Department 
is directed, in addition, to develop a 
national chronic wasting disease inci-
dent database, building on the existing 
USDA reporting program. The USDA is 
authorized to award up to $6 million in 
grants to those same entities for the 
management of CWD in captive deer 
and elk. These amounts are nearly tri-
ple $5.6 million that USDA made avail-
able to States for use to address CWD 
in both captive and wild cervids. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ALLARD), 
has incorporated provisions that I au-
thored to address Wisconsin’s ongoing 
need for enhanced testing capacity to 
move toward a system of widely avail-
able testing for hunters. Under the bill, 
USDA is required to release, within 30 
days, protocols both for labs to use in 
performing tests for chronic wasting 
disease and for the proper collection of 
animal tissue to be tested. USDA is 
further required to develop a certifi-
cation program for Federal and non- 
Federal labs, including private labs, 
conducting chronic wasting disease 
tests within 30 days of enactment. I 
hope all these measures will enhance 

Wisconsin’s capacity to continue its 
deer testing program. To address 
longer term needs, the USDA is di-
rected to accelerate research into the 
development of live animal tests for 
chronic wasting disease, including field 
diagnostic tests, and the development 
of testing protocols that reduce labora-
tory test processing time. 

This bill is needed, because State 
wildlife and agriculture departments 
do not have the fiscal or scientific ca-
pacity to adequately confront the prob-
lem. Their resources are spread too 
thin as they attempt to prevent the 
disease from spreading. Federal help in 
the form of management funding, re-
search grants, and scientific expertise 
is urgently needed. Federal and state 
cooperation will protect animal wel-
fare, safeguard our valued livestock in-
dustry, help guarantee America’s food 
safety, and protect the public health. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleague from Colorado (Mr. ALLARD), 
to seek passage of this measure. This is 
a good bill and it deserves the Senate’s 
support. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. 
ROCKFELLER, Mr. WARNER, Mr. 
HOLLINGS, Mr. KERRY, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mr. CARPER, Mr. ALLEN, 
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mrs. LINCOLN, 
Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. DORGAN, 
Mr. CORZINE, Mr. CAMPBELL, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. NELSON 
of Nebraska, Mr. CRAIG, Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN, and Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG): 

S. 1037. A bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
coverage under the Medicare program 
of all oral anticancer drugs; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce, the Access to Can-
cer Therapies Act, which will extend 
Medicare coverage for all oral 
anticancer drugs. This legislation will 
help ensure that Medicare beneficiaries 
with cancer have access to the most 
advanced and effective drug therapies. 
I am pleased to be joined today by 19 of 
my colleagues in introducing this leg-
islation. The strong bipartisan support 
the bill has received, even before intro-
duction, indicates its importance to 
members of the Senate. 

As we know, presently Medicare does 
not include an outpatient prescription 
drug benefit. While this is a tremen-
dous hardship for all beneficiaries, it is 
especially difficult for seniors who 
have cancer, which prevents them from 
receiving the most appropriate drug 
treatments as recommended by their 
physicians. 

Enacting a comprehensive Medicare 
drug benefit is certainly one of my top 
priorities. However, even if we are suc-
cessful and enact a bill into law this 
year, the comprehensive benefit is not 
expected to be available until 2006 at 
the earliest. This bill, on the other 
hand, would allow Medicare to begin 

coverage of oral anticancer drugs with-
in 90 days of enactment. These patients 
are facing life and death choices, I be-
lieve it is our responsibility to provide 
access to the most effective and appro-
priate drug therapies. 

Congress recognizes the importance 
of expanding coverage to vital cancer 
treatments and in 1993 created a unique 
Medicare drug benefit for oral anti- 
cancer drugs. Unfortunately, coverage 
under this law only is provided if the 
drug is equivalent to drugs provided 
‘‘incident’’ to a physician visit; for ex-
ample, drugs that must be injected. At 
present, upwards of 95 percent of can-
cer drug therapy is covered by Medi-
care either in a physician office or as 
an oral form, which qualifies under the 
1993 legislation. However, in the very 
near future as much as 25 percent of 
cancer drug therapies will be oral drugs 
not covered. By enacting this legisla-
tion into law, we can ensure these new 
outpatient cancer treatment therapies 
will be available to Medicare bene-
ficiaries. 

This is a developing trend. Today, 
there are about 40 oral anti-cancer 
drugs, but less than 10 are reimbursed 
by Medicare. In fact, one of the most 
common and effective drugs used in the 
treatment of breast cancer, tamoxifen, 
is among those drugs that currently 
are not reimbursed by Medicare. 

As cancer therapy becomes more reli-
ant on oral drugs, Medicare coverage 
policy must be updated to cover the 
new therapies. Otherwise the intent of 
the very limited 1993 policy will be-
come meaningless and Medicare bene-
ficiaries will increasingly lose access 
to the best cancer therapies. 

Let me provide some very encour-
aging examples of oral anti-cancer 
drugs that illustrates the urgency of 
both this policy change and of enacting 
Medicare prescription drug legislation. 
Over the past two years, the FDA has 
approved a number of remarkable oral 
anticancer drugs that are producing 
outstanding results. Two such exam-
ples include Gleevec, which was ap-
proved in 2001 and IRESSA, which was 
approved on May 5. 

Gleevec is used to treat one type of 
leukemia and may also be effective 
against a rare but lethal stomach can-
cer. It is the first, let me repeat, first, 
cancer drug to specifically address a 
molecular target, which not only is in 
the cancer, but actually is the cause of 
the cancer, according to the National 
Cancer Institute. More precisely, 
Gleevec eliminates a specific enzyme 
needed for the cancer to thrive. By con-
trast, most current cancer therapies 
act like a shotgun, killing both cancer 
and normal cells. 

IRESSA, another revolutionary oral 
anticancer drug that the FDA recently 
approved, treats advanced non-small- 
cell lung cancer, NSCLC. Considering 
lung cancer is the leading cause of can-
cer deaths in the United States, esti-
mated to account for approximately 
157,000 deaths in 2003, and NSCLC is the 
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most common form of lung cancer, ac-
counting for 80 percent of all lung can-
cer cases, it is imperative that Medi-
care beneficiaries have access to this 
new drug. For many who do not re-
spond to chemotherapy treatments, 
IRESSA is the last line of defense. 

However, both of these cancer treat-
ments are expensive. For instance, 
while Gleevec is a revolutionary and 
highly effective treatment, it is not a 
cure. It simply arrests the cancer and 
returns most lab tests to normal, re-
quiring many patients to take the drug 
for life. Considering the extraordinary 
costs of these treatments—a month’s 
supply of Gleevec costs upwards of 
$2,400 and IRESSA, the last treatment 
option for many NSCLC patients, costs 
approximately $1,900 per month of 
treatment, with the average treatment 
lasting seven months—Medicare cov-
erage is a necessity. 

It is imperative that Medicare pro-
vide reliable access to these advanced 
medications to help beneficiaries with 
cancer. Biomedical research is pro-
viding new, more targeted, and less 
toxic methods of treatment through 
new oral anti-cancer drugs that pa-
tients can safely take in the comfort of 
their own homes, which will help im-
prove outcomes and enhance patient 
quality of life. 

We must act now to ensure all oral 
anti-cancer drugs are available to our 
seniors. The Access to Cancer Thera-
pies Act will build on current Medicare 
policy by ensuring coverage of all anti- 
cancer drugs, whether oral or 
injectable, are available to Medicare 
beneficiaries. The Act will provide 
beneficiaries with access to innovative 
new therapies that are less toxic and 
more convenient, more clinically effec-
tive and more cost-effective than many 
currently covered treatment options. I 
urge my colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce a small bill, but 
one with important consequences. My 
measure, the ‘‘Access to Cancer Thera-
pies Act,’’ would provide coverage of 
all oral anti-cancer drugs under the 
Medicare program. I am pleased to join 
Senator SNOWE in introducing this 
measure. 

As my colleagues know, there is no 
Medicare outpatient prescription drug 
benefit today. If there was, we would 
not need this legislation. There should 
be and there must be a meaningful and 
fair Medicare prescription drug benefit 
this year. Seniors are reeling from the 
burden of their prescription drug ex-
penses, and they can’t defer their ill-
nesses or their costs. 

This legislation also reminds us of 
how crucial prescription drug coverage 
will be in the future. In 1993, Congress 
created a unique Medicare drug benefit 
for oral anti-cancer drugs—but only if 
the drug is equivalent to drugs pro-
vided ‘‘incident’’ to a physician visit; 
for example, drugs that must be in-
jected. At present, upwards of 90 per-
cent of cancer drug therapy is covered 
by Medicare either in a physician office 

or in a reimbursed oral form. But by 
2010 as much as 25 percent of cancer 
drug therapy will be in the form of oral 
drugs that are not currently covered. 

As cancer therapy moves more to-
ward reliance on oral drugs, Medicare 
coverage policy must be updated to 
cover the new therapies, or else even 
the intent of this very limited policy 
will be meaningless and Medicare bene-
ficiaries will increasingly lose access 
to the best cancer therapies. And with-
out this legislative change, bene-
ficiaries will increasingly bear the bur-
den of buying these drugs from their 
own pockets, which most seniors can 
ill-afford. 

While biomedical research is pro-
viding new, more targeted, and less 
toxic methods of treatment through 
new oral anti-cancer drugs that pa-
tients can safely take in the comfort of 
their own homes, Medicare policy is 
currently unable to provide reliable ac-
cess to these medications for bene-
ficiaries with cancer. 

This legislation is important not 
only to seniors surviving cancer, but to 
all Americans. A recent poll conducted 
for the National Coalition of Cancer 
Survivorship found that 9 out of 10 
Americans believe that Medicare 
should pay for all medically approved 
cancer therapies. 

Even if we do not succeed in enacting 
a comprehensive Medicare drug benefit 
this year, it is time to do what Ameri-
cans want for cancer survivors by pass-
ing the Access to Cancer Therapies Act 
in the 108th Congress. This legislation 
gives people with cancer immediate ac-
cess to life-saving drugs. This is a stop- 
gap provision that would be phased out 
when a comprehensive Medicare drug 
benefit is put into place that would 
cover oral anti-cancer drugs consist-
ently with all other drugs. 

At the very least, we must ensure all 
oral anti-cancer drugs are available to 
our seniors. The Access to Cancer 
Therapies Act will build on current 
Medicare policy by ensuring coverage 
of all anti-cancer drugs, whether oral 
or injectable, are available to Medicare 
beneficiaries. The act will provide 
beneficiaries with access to innovative 
new therapies that are less toxic and 
more convenient, more clinically effec-
tive and more cost-effective than many 
currently covered treatment options. 
In the last Congress, 57 Senators co-
sponsored this bill. This is an oppor-
tunity to improve our Medicare pro-
gram immediately. I urge my col-
leagues to support this bill. 

By Mr. THOMAS (for himself, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. STEVENS, 
and Mr. BURNS): 

S. 1038. A bill to limit the acquisition 
by the United States of land located in 
a State in which 25 percent or more of 
the land in that State is owned by the 
United States; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise to 
introduce the ‘‘No-Net-Loss of Private 
Lands Act.’’ This legislation is a com-

mon sense proposal which will limit ad-
ditional Federal land acquisition in the 
public land States. 

Throughout our country, the Federal 
Government continues to acquire 
greater amounts of land. It is time to 
stop the growth of the Federal Govern-
ment and begin to protect private prop-
erty. 

This is especially true for those of us 
living in the West. Roughly 50 percent 
of the land in my home State of Wyo-
ming is owned by the Federal Govern-
ment. Many other western States have 
an even higher percentage of Federal 
ownership, including Nevada and Alas-
ka that have over 80 percent of their 
surface land owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

Unfortunately, the Federal Govern-
ment has not always been a good 
neighbor to the people of the West. The 
Federal land management agencies 
continue to acquire vast amounts of 
land and restrict access to these areas 
for multiple use purposes. This creates 
great hardship for local communities, 
destroying jobs and depressing the 
economy in many areas around the 
West. 

The time has come to curb the Fed-
eral Government’s insatiable appetite 
for additional land in the United 
States. The ‘‘No-Net-Loss of Private 
Lands Act’’ is a reasonable approach to 
stopping the ever-increasing growth of 
Federal land ownership. This measure 
requires the Federal Government to re-
lease an equal value of land when it ac-
quires property in States which are at 
least 25 percent federally-owned. Prop-
erty would be released at the time of 
the new acquisition, and land disposal 
would not necessarily have to come 
from the same agency making the ac-
quisition. In addition, the legislation 
includes a provision waving the dis-
posal requirement in time of war or na-
tional emergency. 

During my time in Congress, I have 
worked extensively to protect unique 
public lands such as national parks and 
other special areas. This legislation 
would do nothing to limit our ability 
to acquire more of these pristine and 
special areas in the future. Unfortu-
nately, the Federal Government’s 
quest for more land has included too 
many areas that do not contribute to 
our natural resource heritage. Rather, 
acquisitions often simply lock-up areas 
that should remain private and produc-
tive. 

It is time for Congress to protect the 
rights of private property owners and 
instill some restraint in Federal land 
acquisitions. The ‘‘No-Net-Loss of Pri-
vate Lands Act’’ is a reasonable pro-
posal that will provide this much need-
ed discipline. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
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S. 1038 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘No Net Loss 
of Private Land Act’’. 
SEC. 2. LIMITATION ON ACQUISITION OF LAND. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other law, the United States may acquire an 
interest in 100 or more acres of land within 
a State described in subsection (c) only if, 
before any such acquisition, the United 
States disposes of the surface estate to land 
in that State in accordance with subsection 
(b). 

(b) DISPOSITION OF SURFACE ESTATE.—The 
disposition of the surface estate in land by 
the United States qualifies for the purposes 
of this section if— 

(1) the value of the surface estate of the 
land disposed of by the United States is ap-
proximately equal to the value of the inter-
est in land subject to this section that is to 
be acquired by the United States, as deter-
mined by the head of the department, agen-
cy, or independent establishment concerned; 
and 

(2) the head of the department, agency, or 
independent establishment concerned cer-
tifies that the United States has disposed of 
land for the purpose of this section. 

(c) AFFECTED STATES.—A State is described 
in this section if— 

(1) it is 1 of the States of the United 
States; and 

(2) 25 percent or more of the land within 
that State is owned by the United States. 

(d) ACQUISITION.—For the purpose of this 
section, the term ‘‘acquire’’ includes acquisi-
tion by donation, purchase with donated or 
appropriated funds, exchange, devise, and 
condemnation. 

(e) APPLICABILITY.—This section does not 
apply to— 

(1) any land held in trust for the benefit of 
an Indian tribe or individual or held by an 
Indian tribe or individual subject to a re-
striction by the United States against alien-
ation; 

(2) real property acquired pursuant to a 
foreclosure under title 18, United States 
Code; 

(3) real property acquired by any depart-
ment, agency, or independent establishment 
in its capacity as a receiver, conserver, or 
liquidating agent which is held by that de-
partment, agency, or independent establish-
ment in its capacity as a receiver, conserver, 
or liquidating agent pending disposal; 

(4) real property that is subject to seizure, 
levy, or lien under the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986; or 

(5) real property that is securing a debt 
owed to the United States. 

(e) WAIVER.—The head of a department, 
agency, or instrumentality of the United 
States may waive the requirements of this 
section with respect to the acquisition of 
land by that department, agency, or instru-
mentality during any period in which there 
is in effect a declaration of war or a national 
emergency declared by the President. 

f 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 138—TO 
AMEND RULE XXII OF THE 
STANDING RULES OF THE SEN-
ATE RELATING TO THE CONSID-
ERATION OF NOMINATIONS RE-
QUIRING THE ADVICE AND CON-
SENT OF THE SENATE 
Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr. MILLER, 

Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 

SANTORUM, Mr. KYL, Mrs. HUTCHISON, 
Mr. ALLEN, Mr. LOTT, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
CORNYN, and Mr. CHAMBLISS) submitted 
the following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration: 

S. RES. 138 
Resolved, That rule XXII of the Standing 

Rules of the Senate is amended— 
(1) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘Notwith-

standing’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as provided 
by paragraph 3 and notwithstanding’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘3. (a) The provisions of this paragraph 

shall apply to the considerations of nomina-
tions requiring the advice and consent of the 
Senate. 

‘‘(b)(1) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
rule II or rule IV or any other rule of the 
Senate and after a nomination requiring the 
advice and consent of the Senate has been 
pending before the Senate for at least 12 
hours, a motion signed by 16 Senators to 
bring to a close the debate on that nomina-
tion may be presented to the Senate and the 
Presiding Officer, or clerk at the direction of 
the Presiding Officer, shall at once state the 
motion to the Senate, and 1 hour after the 
Senate meets on the following calendar day 
but 1, he shall lay the motion before the Sen-
ate and direct that the clerk call the roll, 
and upon the ascertainment that a quorum 
is present, the Presiding Officer shall, with-
out debate, submit to the Senate by a yea- 
and-nay vote the question: ‘Is it the sense of 
the Senate that the debate shall be brought 
to a close?’. 

‘‘(2) If the question in clause (1) is agreed 
to by three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn then the nomination pending 
before the Senate shall be the unfinished 
business to the exclusion of all other busi-
ness until disposed of. 

‘‘(3) After cloture is invoked, no Senator 
shall be entitled to speak in all more than 1 
hour on the nomination pending before the 
Senate and it shall be the duty of the Pre-
siding Officer to keep the time of each Sen-
ator who speaks. No dilatory motion shall be 
in order. Points of order and appeals from 
the decision of the Presiding Officer shall be 
decided without debate. 

‘‘(4) After no more than 30 hours of consid-
eration of the nomination on which cloture 
has been invoked, the Senate shall proceed, 
without any further debate on any question, 
to vote on the final disposition thereof to the 
exclusion of all motions, except a motion to 
table, or to reconsider and one quorum call 
on demand to establish the presence of a 
quorum (and motions required to establish a 
quorum) immediately before the final vote 
begins. The 30 hours may be increased by the 
adoption of a motion, decided without de-
bate, by a three-fifths affirmative vote of the 
Senators duly chosen and sworn, and any 
such time thus agreed upon shall be equally 
divided between and controlled by the Major-
ity and Minority Leaders or their designees. 
However, only one motion to extend time, 
specified above, may be made in any 1 cal-
endar day. 

‘‘(5) Notwithstanding other provisions of 
this rule, a Senator may yield all or part of 
his 1 hour to the majority or minority floor 
managers of the nomination or to the Major-
ity or Minority Leader, but each Senator 
specified shall not have more than 2 hours so 
yielded to him and may in turn yield such 
time to other Senators. 

‘‘(6) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this rule, any Senator who has not used or 
yielded at least 10 minutes, is, if he seeks 
recognition, guaranteed up to 10 minutes, in-
clusive, to speak only. 

‘‘(c)(1) If, upon a vote taken on a motion 
presented pursuant to subparagraph (b), the 

Senate fails to invoke cloture with respect 
to a nomination pending before the Senate, 
subsequent motions to bring debate to a 
close may be made with respect to the same 
nomination. It shall not be in order to file 
subsequent cloture motions on any nomina-
tion, except by unanimous consent, until the 
previous motion has been disposed of. 

‘‘(2) Such subsequent motions shall be 
made in the manner provided by, and subject 
to the provisions of, subparagraph (b), except 
that the affirmative vote required to bring 
to a close debate upon that nomination shall 
be reduced by 3 votes on the second such mo-
tion, and by 3 additional votes on each suc-
ceeding motion, until the affirmative vote is 
reduced to a number equal to or less than an 
affirmative vote of a majority of the Sen-
ators duly chosen and sworn. The required 
vote shall then be a simple majority.’’. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer my support for the intro-
duction of this resolution which offers 
a more than reasonable proposal to fix 
a confirmation process that Members 
on both ides of the aisle agree is bro-
ken. 

Simultaneous filibusters of two cir-
cuit court nominees who would clearly 
be confirmed in up-or-down votes are 
unprecedented. From what I under-
stand, the minority has plans for even 
more filibusters of judicial nominees. 
The resulting politicization of the con-
firmation process threatens the 
untarnished respect in which we hold 
our third branch of Government—the 
one branch of Government intended to 
be above political influence. 

There is also a significant constitu-
tional consideration at stake here. In 
its enumeration of Presidential powers, 
the Constitution specifies that the con-
firmation process begins and ends with 
the President. The Senate has the 
intermediary role of providing advice 
and consent. Here is the precise lan-
guage of article II, section 2: 

The President . . . shall nominate, and by 
and with the Advice and Consent of the Sen-
ate, shall appoint . . . Ambassadors, other 
public Ministers and Consuls, Judges of the 
Supreme Court, and all other Officers of the 
United States, whose Appointments are not 
herein otherwise provided for, and which 
shall be established by Law[.] 

There is no question that the Con-
stitution squarely places the appoint-
ment power in the hands of the Presi-
dent. As Alexander Hamilton explained 
the The Federalist No. 66: 

It will be the Office of the President to 
nominate, and, with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, to appoint. There will, of 
course, be no exertion of choice on the part 
of the Senate. They may defeat one choice of 
the Executive, and oblige him to make an-
other; but they cannot themselves choose— 
they can only ratify or reject the choice he 
may have made. 

It is significant that the Constitution 
outlines the Senate’s role in the ap-
pointments process in the enumeration 
of Presidential powers in article II, 
rather than in the enumeration of con-
gressional powers in article I. This 
choice suggests that the Senate was in-
tended to play a more limited role in 
the confirmation of Federal judges. 

Hamilton’s discussion of the appoint-
ments clause in The Federalist No. 76 
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supports this reading. Hamilton be-
lieved that the President, acting alone, 
would be the better choice for making 
nominations, as he would be less vul-
nerable to personal considerations and 
political negotiations than the Senate 
and more inclined, as the sole decision 
maker, to select nominees who would 
reflect well on the presidency. The 
Senate’s role, by comparison, would be 
to act as a powerful check on ‘‘unfit’’ 
nominees by the President. As he put 
it, ‘‘[Senate confirmation] would be an 
excellent check upon a spirit of favor-
itism in the President, and would tend 
greatly to prevent the appointment of 
unfit characters from State prejudice, 
from family connection, from personal 
attachment, or from a view to popu-
larity.’’ This is a far cry from efforts 
we have seen over the past couple of 
years to inject ideology into the nomi-
nations process, and to force nominees 
to disclose their personal opinions on 
hot-button and divisive policy issues 
like abortion, gun control, and affirma-
tion action. 

Historically, deliberation by the Sen-
ate could be quite short, especially 
when compared to today’s practice. 
Take, for example the 1862 nomination 
and confirmation of Samuel F. Miller 
to the U.S. Supreme Court. He was 
nominated, confirmed, and commis-
sioned all on the same day! The Senate 
formally deliberated on his nomination 
for only 30 minutes before confirming 
him. His experience was not the excep-
tion. Confirmations on the same day, 
or within a few days, of the nomination 
were the norm well into the 20th cen-
tury. 

Contrast the nominations of Miguel 
Estrada and Priscilla Owen. They were 
appointed 2 years ago and have yet to 
be afforded an up-or-down vote by the 
Senate. Mr. Estrada has now endured 
six cloture votes more than 3 months 
after debate on his nomination began. 
Justice Owen’s nomination has been 
subjected to two cloture votes. Clearly, 
this is a far cry from the role for the 
Senate that the Framers contemplated. 
What was enumerated in the Constitu-
tion as advice and consent has in prac-
tice evolved to negotiation and co-
operation in the best cases, and delay 
and obstruction in the worst cases— 
like that of Mr. Estrada and Justice 
Owen. 

The Estrada and Owen nominations 
illustrate what is wrong with our cur-
rent system of confirming nominees. 
Despite a bipartisan majority of Sen-
ators who stand ready to vote on these 
nominations, a vocal minority of Sen-
ators is precluding the Senate from ex-
ercising its advice and consent duty. 
This is tyranny of the minority, and it 
is unfair. 

It is unfair to the nominee, who must 
put life on hold while hanging in end-
less limbo. It is unfair to the judiciary, 
our co-equal branch of Government, 
which needs its vacancies filled. It is 
unfair to our President, who has a jus-
tified expectation that the Senate will 
give his nominees an up-or-down vote. 

And it is unfair to the majority of Sen-
ators who are prepared to vote on this 
nomination. 

Many of my colleagues, both Repub-
licans and Democrats, agree that the 
confirmation process is broken. Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN stated in a recent letter 
to the White House that the judicial 
confirmation process is ‘‘going in the 
wrong direction’’ and is potentially 
‘‘spiral[ing] out of control.’’ Senator 
SCHUMER has also indicated that his 
goal is to repair the ‘‘broken’’ judicial 
confirmation process and the ‘‘vicious 
cycle’’ of ‘‘delayed’’ Senate nominees. 

The resolution submitted today sets 
forth a proposal that strikes a balanced 
solution by allowing for ample, yet not 
endless, debate on nominations. It pro-
vides that cloture may be filed only 
after a nomination has been pending 
before the Senate for a minimum of 12 
hours. Sixty votes are required to in-
voke cloture on the first motion. After 
that, the number of required votes on 
successive cloture motions would de-
crease to 57, then to 54, then finally to 
a simple majority of Senators present 
and voting. A successive cloture mo-
tion cannot be filed until disposition of 
the prior cloture motion, thereby en-
suring that a nomination cannot be 
confirmed by a simple majority vote 
until a minimum of 13 session days 
have elapsed. 

This proposal has its roots in S. Res. 
85, which was submitted by Senator 
MILLER on March 13 of this year. In ad-
dition, it is similar to a 1995 proposal of 
Senator HARKIN and Senator LIEBER-
MAN, which also provided for graduated 
vote requirements to invoke cloture. In 
support of their proposal, Senator HAR-
KIN stated, ‘‘I may not agree with ev-
erything that Republicans are pro-
posing, but they are in the majority 
and they ought to have the right to 
have us vote on the merits of what 
they propose.’’ With regard to judicial 
nominations, I could not agree more. 

Senator HARKIN also cited the re-
search of a bipartisan group named 
‘‘Action Not Gridlock,’’ which commis-
sioned a poll in the summer of 1994 
showing that ‘‘80-percent of independ-
ents, 74-percent of Democrats, and 79- 
percent of Republicans said that when 
enough time was consumed in debate, 
that after debate a majority ought to 
be able to get the bill to the floor. That 
a majority ought to be able, at some 
point, to end the debate.’’ I would be 
surprised if a similar poll today would 
yield substantially different results. I 
think that the American people under-
stand the fundamental injustice of a 
minority’s ability to block an up-or- 
down vote on nominations. 

In support of their 1995 proposal, Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN stated, ‘‘Some say 
there is a danger of a tyranny of the 
majority. I say that there is a danger 
inherent in the current procedure of a 
tyranny of the minority over the ma-
jority, inconsistent with the intention 
of the Framers of the Constitution.’’ 
Today, the ‘‘tyranny of the minority’’ 
to which Senator LIEBERMAN referred 

over 8 years ago is in effect and wield-
ing the filibuster in a most unjust 
manner against President Bush’s ex-
ceptional nominees who have bipar-
tisan support. I support today’s resolu-
tion because it will dilute the tyran-
nical power of the filibusters against 
these nominees. 

I have alluded to my frustrations 
with the current filibusters of Presi-
dent Bush’s nominations. But the bot-
tom line is this: many of us agree that 
we must try to repair the broken con-
firmation process. A bipartisan major-
ity of Senators stands ready to vote on 
the two nominees who are currently 
being filibustered. This resolution is a 
reasonable accommodation that pre-
serves the opportunity for extended de-
bate, yet allows Senators to, eventu-
ally, do their duty and vote. I hope 
that my colleagues will support this 
resolution. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 139—EX-
PRESSING THE THANKS OF THE 
SENATE TO THE PEOPLE OF 
QATAR FOR THEIR COOPERATION 
IN SUPPORTING UNITED STATES 
ARMED FORCES AND THE 
ARMED FORCES OF COALITION 
COUNTRIES DURING THE RECENT 
MILITARY ACTION IN IRAQ, AND 
WELCOMING HIS HIGHNESS 
SHEIKH HAMAD BIN KHALIFAH 
AL-THANI, EMIR OF THE STATE 
OF QATAR, TO THE UNITED 
STATES 

Mr. SUNUNU submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 139 

Whereas Qatar is a longstanding ally of the 
United States in the Middle East region; 

Whereas the people of Qatar graciously 
hosted United States Armed Forces and the 
armed forces of coalition countries during 
the recent military action in Iraq; 

Whereas the United States and Qatar will 
continue to build upon this military coopera-
tion; 

Whereas Qatar continues to grow in its 
economic and strategic defense cooperation 
with the United States and its allies; 

Whereas the people of Qatar voted on April 
29, 2003, on a referendum approving the es-
tablishment of their first Parliamentarian 
Constitution; 

Whereas years of democratic reform, in-
cluding the establishment of a parliament 
based on universal suffrage, development of 
greater freedom of the press, and evolution 
of a free market have greatly strengthened 
the bonds between our two nations; 

Whereas an unwavering commitment to 
the development of the education of its citi-
zens reinforces Qatar’s path toward democ-
racy; and 

Whereas Doha, the capital of Qatar, hosted 
in November of 2001 the Fourth World Trade 
Organization Ministerial Conference, where 
a number of agreements expanding our de-
fense, commercial, and cultural ties were 
signed: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) expresses thanks to the people of Qatar 

for their support of United States Armed 
Forces and the armed forces of coalition 
countries during the recent military action 
in Iraq; 
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(2) warmly welcomes His Highness Sheikh 

Hamad bin Khalifah Al-Thani, Emir of the 
State of Qatar, to the United States; and 

(3) looks forward to broadening and deep-
ening the friendship and cooperation be-
tween the United States and Qatar. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 140—DESIG-
NATING THE WEEK OF AUGUST 
10, 2003, AS ‘‘NATIONAL HEALTH 
CENTER WEEK’’ 
Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself, Mr. 

DURBIN, Mr. BOND, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
KERRY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. BIDEN, Mrs. 
LINCOLN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
TALENT, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. 
ENZI, Mr. SMITH, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. 
DOMENICI, and Mr. CRAPO) submitted 
the following resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary: 

S. RES. 140 
Whereas community, migrant, public hous-

ing, and homeless health centers are non-
profit, community owned and operated 
health providers and are vital to the Na-
tion’s communities; 

Whereas there are more than 1,000 such 
health centers serving 13,000,000 people at 
more than 4,000 health delivery sites, in 
urban and rural communities in all 50 
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto 
Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands; 

Whereas such health centers have provided 
cost-effective, high-quality health care to 
the Nation’s poor and medically underserved 
(including the working poor, the uninsured, 
and many high-risk and vulnerable popu-
lations), acting as a vital safety net in the 
Nation’s health delivery system by meeting 
escalating health needs and reducing health 
disparities; 

Whereas these health centers provide care 
to 1 of every 5 low-income babies born in 
America, 1 of every 8 uninsured individuals, 
1 of every 9 medicaid beneficiaries, 1 of every 
9 people of color, and 1 of every 10 rural 
Americans, and these Americans would oth-
erwise lack access to health care; 

Whereas these health centers and other in-
novative programs in primary and preven-
tive care reach out to almost 750,000 home-
less persons and nearly 850,000 farmworkers; 

Whereas these health centers make health 
care responsive and cost-effective by inte-
grating the delivery of primary care with ag-
gressive outreach, patient education, trans-
lation, and enabling support services; 

Whereas these health centers have in-
creased the use of preventive health services 
such as immunizations, Pap smears, mam-
mograms, and glaucoma screenings; 

Whereas in communities served by these 
health centers, infant mortality rates have 
been reduced between 10 and 40 percent; 

Whereas these health centers are built by 
community initiative; 

Whereas Federal grants provide seed 
money that empowers communities to find 
partners and resources, and to recruit doc-
tors and needed health professionals; 

Whereas Federal grants on average con-
tribute 25 percent of a health center’s budg-
et, with the remainder provided by State and 
local governments, medicare, medicaid, pri-
vate contributions, private insurance, and 
patient fees; 

Whereas these health centers are commu-
nity oriented and patient focused; 

Whereas these health centers tailor their 
services to fit the special needs and prior-
ities of communities, and work together 
with schools, businesses, churches, commu-
nity organizations, foundations, and State 
and local governments; 

Whereas these health centers contribute to 
the health and well-being of their commu-
nities by keeping children healthy and in 
school, and helping adults remain productive 
and on the job; 

Whereas these health centers engage cit-
izen participation and provide jobs for 60,000 
community residents; and 

Whereas the designation of the week of Au-
gust 10, 2003, as ‘‘National Health Center 
Week’’ would raise awareness of the health 
services provided by health centers: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) designates the week of August 10, 2003, 

as ‘‘National Health Center Week’’; and 
(2) requests that the President issue a 

proclamation calling upon the people of the 
United States to observe the week with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activities. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a resolution de-
claring the week of August 10, 2003, as 
a National Health Center Week dedi-
cated to raising awareness of health 
services provided by community, mi-
grant, public housing, and homeless 
health centers. I am pleased to be 
joined in this effort by 17 of my col-
leagues. 

The resolution expresses the sense of 
Congress that these health centers con-
tribute to the health and well-being of 
their communities by keeping children 
healthy and in school and helping 
adults remain productive and on the 
job. 

The resolution also recognizes health 
centers for providing cost-effective, 
high-quality health care to the Na-
tion’s poor and medically underserved 
and by acting as a vital safety net in 
the Nation’s health delivery system. 
These non-profit, community based 
centers are performing a vital service 
to our country’s more vulnerable popu-
lations and they are to be commended 
for their efforts. 

Health centers throughout the coun-
try have a 30-year history of success. 
Studies continue to show that the cen-
ters effectively and efficiently improve 
our Nation’s health. 

Over the past 2 years, the number of 
patients seen by community health 
centers in my state of Colorado has in-
creased 20.8 percent and the number of 
visits provided has increased by 26 per-
cent over the same period. Of the pa-
tients seen in Colorado in 2002, 48 per-
cent had no health insurance, 26 per-
cent were Medicaid recipients and 94 
percent had family incomes less than 
$36,200 a year for a family of four. Com-
munity health centers are truly Amer-
ica’s healthcare safety net. 

I believe it is important that we sup-
port and honor this nation-wide net-
work of community based providers. 
That is why I urge my colleagues to 
act quickly on this legislation. Let’s 
show our community health center 
network that we value its significant 
contribution to the health of our citi-
zens by declaring the week of August 
10, 2003, a National Health Center 
Week. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED & 
PROPOSED 

SA 539. Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. VOINO-
VICH, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. TALENT, 
Mr. DAYTON, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. 
BAUCUS) proposed an amendment to the bill 
S. 14, to enhance the energy security of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 539. Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
LUGAR, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. DURBIN, 
Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. NELSON of Ne-
braska, Mr. TALENT, Mr. DAYTON, Mr. 
COLEMAN, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. CONRAD, Mr. DEWINE, and Mr. BAU-
CUS) proposed an amendment to the bill 
S. 14, to enhance the energy security of 
the United States, and for other pur-
poses; as follows: 

At the end of title V, add the following: 
Subtitle ll—General Provisions Relating to 

Renewable Fuels 
SEC. 5l1. RENEWABLE CONTENT OF GASOLINE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 211 of the Clean 
Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (o) as sub-
section (r); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (n) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(o) RENEWABLE FUEL PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(A) CELLULOSIC BIOMASS ETHANOL.—The 

term ‘cellulosic biomass ethanol’ means eth-
anol derived from any lignocellulosic or 
hemicellulosic matter that is available on a 
renewable or recurring basis, including— 

‘‘(i) dedicated energy crops and trees; 
‘‘(ii) wood and wood residues; 
‘‘(iii) plants; 
‘‘(iv) grasses; 
‘‘(v) agricultural residues; 
‘‘(vi) fibers; 
‘‘(vii) animal wastes and other waste mate-

rials; and 
‘‘(viii) municipal solid waste. 
‘‘(B) RENEWABLE FUEL.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘renewable 

fuel’ means motor vehicle fuel that— 
‘‘(I)(aa) is produced from grain, starch, oil-

seeds, or other biomass; or 
‘‘(bb) is natural gas produced from a biogas 

source, including a landfill, sewage waste 
treatment plant, feedlot, or other place 
where decaying organic material is found; 
and 

‘‘(II) is used to replace or reduce the quan-
tity of fossil fuel present in a fuel mixture 
used to operate a motor vehicle. 

‘‘(ii) INCLUSION.—The term ‘renewable fuel’ 
includes— 

‘‘(I) cellulosic biomass ethanol; and 
‘‘(II) biodiesel (as defined in section 312(f) 

of the Energy Policy Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 
13220(f))). 

‘‘(C) SMALL REFINERY.—The term ‘small re-
finery’ means a refinery for which the aver-
age aggregate daily crude oil throughput for 
a calendar year (as determined by dividing 
the aggregate throughput for the calendar 
year by the number of days in the calendar 
year) does not exceed 75,000 barrels. 

‘‘(2) RENEWABLE FUEL PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(A) REGULATIONS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Administrator shall promulgate 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S6005 May 9, 2003 
regulations to ensure that gasoline sold or 
introduced into commerce in the United 
States (except in Alaska and Hawaii), on an 
annual average basis, contains the applicable 
volume of renewable fuel determined in ac-
cordance with subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(ii) PROVISIONS OF REGULATIONS.—Regard-
less of the date of promulgation, the regula-
tions promulgated under clause (i)— 

‘‘(I) shall contain compliance provisions 
applicable to refiners, blenders, distributors, 
and importers, as appropriate, to ensure that 
the requirements of this paragraph are met; 
but 

‘‘(II) shall not— 
‘‘(aa) restrict cases in geographic areas in 

which renewable fuel may be used; or 
‘‘(bb) impose any per-gallon obligation for 

the use of renewable fuel. 
‘‘(iii) REQUIREMENT IN CASE OF FAILURE TO 

PROMULGATE REGULATIONS.—If the Adminis-
trator does not promulgate regulations 
under clause (i), the percentage of renewable 
fuel in gasoline sold or dispensed to con-
sumers in the United States, on a volume 
basis, shall be 1.8 percent for calendar year 
2005. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE VOLUME.— 
‘‘(i) CALENDAR YEARS 2005 THROUGH 2012.— 

For the purpose of subparagraph (A), the ap-
plicable volume for any of calendar years 
2005 through 2012 shall be determined in ac-
cordance with the following table: 

Applicable volume of 
‘‘Calendar year: renewable fuel 

(in billions of 
gallons): 

2005 .................................................. 2.6
2006 .................................................. 2.9
2007 .................................................. 3.2
2008 .................................................. 3.5
2009 .................................................. 3.9
2010 .................................................. 4.3
2011 .................................................. 4.7
2012 .................................................. 5.0. 

‘‘(ii) CALENDAR YEAR 2013 AND THERE-
AFTER.—For the purpose of subparagraph (A), 
the applicable volume for calendar year 2013 
and each calendar year thereafter shall be 
equal to the product obtained by multi-
plying— 

‘‘(I) the number of gallons of gasoline that 
the Administrator estimates will be sold or 
introduced into commerce in the calendar 
year; and 

‘‘(II) the ratio that— 
‘‘(aa) 5,000,000,000 gallons of renewable fuel; 

bears to 
‘‘(bb) the number of gallons of gasoline 

sold or introduced into commerce in cal-
endar year 2012. 

‘‘(3) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGES.— 
‘‘(A) PROVISION OF ESTIMATE OF VOLUMES OF 

GASOLINE SALES.—Not later than October 31 
of each of calendar years 2004 through 2011, 
the Administrator of the Energy Information 
Administration shall provide to the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency an estimate of the volumes of gaso-
line sold or introduced into commerce in the 
United States during the following calendar 
year. 

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION OF APPLICABLE PER-
CENTAGES.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than November 
30 of each of calendar years 2005 through 2012, 
based on the estimate provided under sub-
paragraph (A), the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency shall deter-
mine and publish in the Federal Register, 
with respect to the following calendar year, 
the renewable fuel obligation that ensures 
that the requirements of paragraph (2) are 
met. 

‘‘(ii) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—The renewable 
fuel obligation determined for a calendar 
year under clause (i) shall— 

‘‘(I) be applicable to refiners, blenders, and 
importers, as appropriate; 

‘‘(II) be expressed in terms of a volume per-
centage of gasoline sold or introduced into 
commerce; and 

‘‘(III) subject to subparagraph (C)(i), con-
sist of a single applicable percentage that 
applies to all categories of persons specified 
in subclause (I). 

‘‘(C) ADJUSTMENTS.—In determining the 
applicable percentage for a calendar year, 
the Administrator shall make adjustments— 

‘‘(i) to prevent the imposition of redundant 
obligations on any person specified in sub-
paragraph (B)(ii)(I); and 

‘‘(ii) to account for the use of renewable 
fuel during the previous calendar year by 
small refineries that are exempt under para-
graph (9). 

‘‘(4) CELLULOSIC BIOMASS ETHANOL.—For 
the purpose of paragraph (2), 1 gallon of cel-
lulosic biomass ethanol shall be considered 
to be the equivalent of 1.5 gallons of renew-
able fuel. 

‘‘(5) CREDIT PROGRAM.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The regulations promul-

gated under paragraph (2)(A) shall provide— 
‘‘(i) for the generation of an appropriate 

amount of credits by any person that refines, 
blends, or imports gasoline that contains a 
quantity of renewable fuel that is greater 
than the quantity required under paragraph 
(2); 

‘‘(ii) for the generation of an appropriate 
amount of credits for biodiesel; and 

‘‘(iii) for the generation of credits by small 
refineries in accordance with paragraph 
(9)(C). 

‘‘(B) USE OF CREDITS.—A person that gen-
erates credits under subparagraph (A) may 
use the credits, or transfer all or a portion of 
the credits to another person, for the pur-
pose of complying with paragraph (2). 

‘‘(C) DURATION OF CREDITS.—A credit gen-
erated under this paragraph shall be valid to 
show compliance— 

‘‘(i) subject to clause (ii), for the calendar 
year in which the credit was generated or 
the following calendar year; or 

‘‘(ii) if the Administrator promulgates reg-
ulations under paragraph (6), for the cal-
endar year in which the credit was generated 
or any of the following 2 calendar years. 

‘‘(D) INABILITY TO GENERATE OR PURCHASE 
SUFFICIENT CREDITS.—The regulations pro-
mulgated under paragraph (2)(A) shall in-
clude provisions allowing any person that is 
unable to generate or purchase sufficient 
credits to meet the requirements of para-
graph (2) to carry forward a renewable fuel 
deficit on condition that the person, in the 
calendar year following the year in which 
the renewable fuel deficit is created— 

‘‘(i) achieves compliance with the renew-
able fuel requirement under paragraph (2); 
and 

‘‘(ii) generates or purchases additional re-
newable fuel credits to offset the renewable 
fuel deficit of the previous year. 

‘‘(6) SEASONAL VARIATIONS IN RENEWABLE 
FUEL USE.— 

‘‘(A) STUDY.—For each of calendar years 
2005 through 2012, the Administrator of the 
Energy Information Administration shall 
conduct a study of renewable fuel blending 
to determine whether there are excessive 
seasonal variations in the use of renewable 
fuel. 

‘‘(B) REGULATION OF EXCESSIVE SEASONAL 
VARIATIONS.—If, for any calendar year, the 
Administrator of the Energy Information 
Administration, based on the study under 
subparagraph (A), makes the determinations 
specified in subparagraph (C), the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency shall promulgate regulations to en-
sure that 35 percent or more of the quantity 
of renewable fuel necessary to meet the re-

quirements of paragraph (2) is used during 
each of the 2 periods specified in subpara-
graph (D) of each subsequent calendar year. 

‘‘(C) DETERMINATIONS.—The determina-
tions referred to in subparagraph (B) are 
that— 

‘‘(i) less than 35 percent of the quantity of 
renewable fuel necessary to meet the re-
quirements of paragraph (2) has been used 
during 1 of the 2 periods specified in subpara-
graph (D) of the calendar year; and 

‘‘(ii) a pattern of excessive seasonal vari-
ation described in clause (i) will continue in 
subsequent calendar years. 

‘‘(D) PERIODS.—The 2 periods referred to in 
this paragraph are— 

‘‘(i) April through September; and 
‘‘(ii) January through March and October 

through December. 
‘‘(E) EXCLUSION.—Renewable fuel blended 

or consumed in calendar year 2005 in a State 
that has received a waiver under section 
209(b) shall not be included in the study 
under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(7) WAIVERS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator, in 

consultation with the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Secretary of Energy, may 
waive the requirements of paragraph (2) in 
whole or in part on petition by 1 or more 
States by reducing the national quantity of 
renewable fuel required under paragraph 
(2)— 

‘‘(i) based on a determination by the Ad-
ministrator, after public notice and oppor-
tunity for comment, that implementation of 
the requirement would severely harm the 
economy or environment of a State, a re-
gion, or the United States; or 

‘‘(ii) based on a determination by the Ad-
ministrator, after public notice and oppor-
tunity for comment, that there is an inad-
equate domestic supply or distribution ca-
pacity to meet the requirement. 

‘‘(B) PETITIONS FOR WAIVERS.—The Admin-
istrator, in consultation with the Secretary 
of Agriculture and the Secretary of Energy, 
shall approve or disapprove a State petition 
for a waiver of the requirements of para-
graph (2) within 90 days after the date on 
which the petition is received by the Admin-
istrator. 

‘‘(C) TERMINATION OF WAIVERS.—A waiver 
granted under subparagraph (A) shall termi-
nate after 1 year, but may be renewed by the 
Administrator after consultation with the 
Secretary of Agriculture and the Secretary 
of Energy. 

‘‘(8) STUDY AND WAIVER FOR INITIAL YEAR OF 
PROGRAM.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Secretary of Energy shall conduct 
for the Administrator a study assessing 
whether the renewable fuel requirement 
under paragraph (2) will likely result in sig-
nificant adverse impacts on consumers in 
2005, on a national, regional, or State basis. 

‘‘(B) REQUIRED EVALUATIONS.—The study 
shall evaluate renewable fuel— 

‘‘(i) supplies and prices; 
‘‘(ii) blendstock supplies; and 
‘‘(iii) supply and distribution system capa-

bilities. 
‘‘(C) RECOMMENDATIONS BY THE SEC-

RETARY.—Based on the results of the study, 
the Secretary of Energy shall make specific 
recommendations to the Administrator con-
cerning waiver of the requirements of para-
graph (2), in whole or in part, to prevent any 
adverse impacts described in subparagraph 
(A). 

‘‘(D) WAIVER.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 270 days 

after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Administrator shall, if and to the 
extent recommended by the Secretary of En-
ergy under subparagraph (C), waive, in whole 
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or in part, the renewable fuel requirement 
under paragraph (2) by reducing the national 
quantity of renewable fuel required under 
paragraph (2) in calendar 2005. 

‘‘(ii) NO EFFECT ON WAIVER AUTHORITY.— 
Clause (i) does not limit the authority of the 
Administrator to waive the requirements of 
paragraph (2) in whole, or in part, under 
paragraph (7). 

‘‘(9) SMALL REFINERIES.— 
‘‘(A) TEMPORARY EXEMPTION.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The requirements of 

paragraph (2) shall not apply to small refin-
eries until calendar year 2011. 

‘‘(ii) EXTENSION OF EXEMPTION.— 
‘‘(I) STUDY BY SECRETARY OF ENERGY.—Not 

later than December 31, 2007, the Secretary 
of Energy shall conduct for the Adminis-
trator a study to determine whether compli-
ance with the requirements of paragraph (2) 
would impose a disproportionate economic 
hardship on small refineries. 

‘‘(II) EXTENSION OF EXEMPTION.—In the case 
of a small refinery that the Secretary of En-
ergy determines under subclause (I) would be 
subject to a disproportionate economic hard-
ship if required to comply with paragraph 
(2), the Administrator shall extend the ex-
emption under clause (i) for the small refin-
ery for a period of not less than 2 additional 
years. 

‘‘(B) PETITIONS BASED ON DISPROPORTIONATE 
ECONOMIC HARDSHIP.— 

‘‘(i) EXTENSION OF EXEMPTION.—A small re-
finery may at any time petition the Admin-
istrator for an extension of the exemption 
under subparagraph (A) for the reason of dis-
proportionate economic hardship. 

‘‘(ii) EVALUATION OF PETITIONS.—In evalu-
ating a petition under clause (i), the Admin-
istrator, in consultation with the Secretary 
of Energy, shall consider the findings of the 
study under subparagraph (A)(ii) and other 
economic factors. 

‘‘(iii) DEADLINE FOR ACTION ON PETITIONS.— 
The Administrator shall act on any petition 
submitted by a small refinery for a hardship 
exemption not later than 90 days after the 
date of receipt of the petition. 

‘‘(C) CREDIT PROGRAM.—If a small refinery 
notifies the Administrator that the small re-
finery waives the exemption under subpara-
graph (A), the regulations promulgated 
under paragraph (2)(A) shall provide for the 
generation of credits by the small refinery 
under paragraph (5) beginning in the cal-
endar year following the date of notification. 

‘‘(D) OPT-IN FOR SMALL REFINERIES.—A 
small refinery shall be subject to the re-
quirements of paragraph (2) if the small re-
finery notifies the Administrator that the 
small refinery waives the exemption under 
subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(10) ETHANOL MARKET CONCENTRATION 
ANALYSIS.— 

‘‘(A) ANALYSIS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, and annually thereafter, the Federal 
Trade Commission shall perform a market 
concentration analysis of the ethanol pro-
duction industry using the Herfindahl- 
Hirschman Index to determine whether there 
is sufficient competition among industry 
participants to avoid price-setting and other 
anticompetitive behavior. 

‘‘(ii) SCORING.—For the purpose of scoring 
under clause (i) using the Herfindahl- 
Hirschman Index, all marketing arrange-
ments among industry participants shall be 
considered. 

‘‘(B) REPORT.—Not later than December 1, 
2004, and annually thereafter, the Federal 
Trade Commission shall submit to Congress 
and the Administrator a report on the re-
sults of the market concentration analysis 
performed under subparagraph (A)(i). 

‘‘(p) RENEWABLE FUEL SAFE HARBOR.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(A) SAFE HARBOR.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of Federal or State law, no 
renewable fuel (as defined in subsection 
(o)(1)) used or intended to be used as a motor 
vehicle fuel, nor any motor vehicle fuel con-
taining renewable fuel, shall be deemed to be 
defective in design or manufacture by reason 
of the fact that the fuel is, or contains, re-
newable fuel, if— 

‘‘(i) the fuel does not violate a control or 
prohibition imposed by the Administrator 
under this section; and 

‘‘(ii) the manufacturer of the fuel is in 
compliance with all requests for information 
under subsection (b). 

‘‘(B) SAFE HARBOR NOT APPLICABLE.—In any 
case in which subparagraph (A) does not 
apply to a quantity of fuel, the existence of 
a design defect or manufacturing defect with 
respect to the fuel shall be determined under 
otherwise applicable law. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—This subsection does not 
apply to ethers. 

‘‘(3) APPLICABILITY.—This subsection ap-
plies with respect to all claims filed on or 
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section.’’. 

(b) PENALTIES AND ENFORCEMENT.—Section 
211(d) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(d)) 
is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘or 

(n)’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘(n), 
or (o)’’; and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘or 
(m)’’ and inserting ‘‘(m), or (o)’’; and 

(2) in the first sentence of paragraph (2), by 
striking ‘‘and (n)’’ each place it appears and 
inserting ‘‘(n), and (o)’’. 

(c) EXCLUSION FROM ETHANOL WAIVER.— 
Section 211(h) of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 
7545(h)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (6); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘(5) EXCLUSION FROM ETHANOL WAIVER.— 

‘‘(A) PROMULGATION OF REGULATIONS.— 
Upon notification, accompanied by sup-
porting documentation, from the Governor 
of a State that the Reid vapor pressure limi-
tation established by paragraph (4) will in-
crease emissions that contribute to air pollu-
tion in any area in the State, the Adminis-
trator shall, by regulation, apply, in lieu of 
the Reid vapor pressure limitation estab-
lished by paragraph (4), the Reid vapor pres-
sure limitation established by paragraph (1) 
to all fuel blends containing gasoline and 10 
percent denatured anhydrous ethanol that 
are sold, offered for sale, dispensed, supplied, 
offered for supply, transported, or introduced 
into commerce in the area during the high 
ozone season. 

‘‘(B) DEADLINE FOR PROMULGATION.—The 
Administrator shall promulgate regulations 
under subparagraph (A) not later than 90 
days after the date of receipt of a notifica-
tion from a Governor under that subpara-
graph. 

‘‘(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—With respect to an area 

in a State for which the Governor submits a 
notification under subparagraph (A), the reg-
ulations under that subparagraph shall take 
effect on the later of— 

‘‘(I) the first day of the first high ozone 
season for the area that begins after the date 
of receipt of the notification; or 

‘‘(II) 1 year after the date of receipt of the 
notification. 

‘‘(ii) EXTENSION OF EFFECTIVE DATE BASED 
ON DETERMINATION OF INSUFFICIENT SUPPLY.— 

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—If, after receipt of a noti-
fication with respect to an area from a Gov-
ernor of a State under subparagraph (A), the 
Administrator determines, on the Adminis-

trator’s own motion or on petition of any 
person and after consultation with the Sec-
retary of Energy, that the promulgation of 
regulations described in subparagraph (A) 
would result in an insufficient supply of gas-
oline in the State, the Administrator, by 
regulation— 

‘‘(aa) shall extend the effective date of the 
regulations under clause (i) with respect to 
the area for not more than 1 year; and 

‘‘(bb) may renew the extension under item 
(aa) for 2 additional periods, each of which 
shall not exceed 1 year. 

‘‘(II) DEADLINE FOR ACTION ON PETITIONS.— 
The Administrator shall act on any petition 
submitted under subclause (I) not later than 
180 days after the date of receipt of the peti-
tion.’’. 
SEC. 5l2. RENEWABLE FUEL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Clean Air Act is 
amended by inserting after section 211 (42 
U.S.C. 7411) the following: 
‘‘SEC. 212. RENEWABLE FUEL. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE.—The term 

‘municipal solid waste’ has the meaning 
given the term ‘solid waste’ in section 1004 of 
the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6903). 

‘‘(2) RFG STATE.—The term ‘RFG State’ 
means a State in which is located 1 or more 
covered areas (as defined in section 
211(k)(10)(D)). 

‘‘(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 
means the Secretary of Energy. 

‘‘(b) SURVEY OF RENEWABLE FUEL MAR-
KET.— 

‘‘(1) SURVEY AND REPORT.—Not later than 
December 1, 2006, and annually thereafter, 
the Administrator shall— 

‘‘(A) conduct, with respect to each conven-
tional gasoline use area and each reformu-
lated gasoline use area in each State, a sur-
vey to determine the market shares of— 

‘‘(i) conventional gasoline containing eth-
anol; 

‘‘(ii) reformulated gasoline containing eth-
anol; 

‘‘(iii) conventional gasoline containing re-
newable fuel; and 

‘‘(iv) reformulated gasoline containing re-
newable fuel; and 

‘‘(B) submit to Congress, and make pub-
licly available, a report on the results of the 
survey under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(2) RECORDKEEPING AND REPORTING RE-
QUIREMENTS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may 
require any refiner, blender, or importer to 
keep such records and make such reports as 
are necessary to ensure that the survey con-
ducted under paragraph (1) is accurate. 

‘‘(B) RELIANCE ON EXISTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—To avoid duplicative requirements, 
in carrying out subparagraph (A), the Ad-
ministrator shall rely, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, on reporting and record-
keeping requirements in effect on the date of 
enactment of this section. 

‘‘(3) CONFIDENTIALITY.—Activities carried 
out under this subsection shall be conducted 
in a manner designed to protect confiden-
tiality of individual responses. 

‘‘(c) COMMERCIAL BYPRODUCTS FROM MUNIC-
IPAL SOLID WASTE LOAN GUARANTEE PRO-
GRAM.— 

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary shall establish a program to pro-
vide guarantees of loans by private institu-
tions for the construction of facilities for the 
processing and conversion of municipal solid 
waste into fuel ethanol and other commer-
cial byproducts. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary may 
provide a loan guarantee under paragraph (1) 
to an applicant if— 

‘‘(A) without a loan guarantee, credit is 
not available to the applicant under reason-
able terms or conditions sufficient to finance 
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the construction of a facility described in 
paragraph (1); 

‘‘(B) the prospective earning power of the 
applicant and the character and value of the 
security pledged provide a reasonable assur-
ance of repayment of the loan to be guaran-
teed in accordance with the terms of the 
loan; and 

‘‘(C) the loan bears interest at a rate deter-
mined by the Secretary to be reasonable, 
taking into account the current average 
yield on outstanding obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods of ma-
turity comparable to the maturity of the 
loan. 

‘‘(4) CRITERIA.—In selecting recipients of 
loan guarantees from among applicants, the 
Secretary shall give preference to proposals 
that— 

‘‘(A) meet all applicable Federal and State 
permitting requirements; 

‘‘(B) are most likely to be successful; and 
‘‘(C) are located in local markets that have 

the greatest need for the facility because 
of— 

‘‘(i) the limited availability of land for 
waste disposal; or 

‘‘(ii) a high level of demand for fuel eth-
anol or other commercial byproducts of the 
facility. 

‘‘(5) MATURITY.—A loan guaranteed under 
paragraph (1) shall have a maturity of not 
more than 20 years. 

‘‘(6) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The loan 
agreement for a loan guaranteed under para-
graph (1) shall provide that no provision of 
the loan agreement may be amended or 
waived without the consent of the Secretary. 

‘‘(7) ASSURANCE OF REPAYMENT.—The Sec-
retary shall require that an applicant for a 
loan guarantee under paragraph (1) provide 
an assurance of repayment in the form of a 
performance bond, insurance, collateral, or 
other means acceptable to the Secretary in 
an amount equal to not less than 20 percent 
of the amount of the loan. 

‘‘(8) GUARANTEE FEE.—The recipient of a 
loan guarantee under paragraph (1) shall pay 
the Secretary an amount determined by the 
Secretary to be sufficient to cover the ad-
ministrative costs of the Secretary relating 
to the loan guarantee. 

‘‘(9) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The full faith and credit 

the United States is pledged to the payment 
of all guarantees made under this subsection. 

‘‘(B) CONCLUSIVE EVIDENCE.—Any guarantee 
made by the Secretary under this subsection 
shall be conclusive evidence of the eligibility 
of the loan for the guarantee with respect to 
principal and interest. 

‘‘(C) VALIDITY.—The validity of the guar-
antee shall be incontestable in the hands of 
a holder of the guaranteed loan. 

‘‘(10) REPORTS.—Until each guaranteed 
loan under this subsection has been repaid in 
full, the Secretary shall annually submit to 
Congress a report on the activities of the 
Secretary under this subsection. 

‘‘(11) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sub-
section. 

‘‘(12) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority of the Secretary to issue a new loan 
guarantee under paragraph (1) terminates on 
the date that is 10 years after the date of en-
actment of this section. 

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 
FOR RESOURCE CENTER.—There is authorized 
to be appropriated, for a resource center to 
further develop bioconversion technology 
using low-cost biomass for the production of 
ethanol at the Center for Biomass-Based En-
ergy at the University of Mississippi and the 
University of Oklahoma, $4,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2004 through 2006. 

‘‘(e) RENEWABLE FUEL PRODUCTION RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT GRANTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 
provide grants for the research into, and de-
velopment and implementation of, renewable 
fuel production technologies in RFG States 
with low rates of ethanol production, includ-
ing low rates of production of cellulosic bio-
mass ethanol. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBILITY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The entities eligible to 

receive a grant under this subsection are 
academic institutions in RFG States, and 
consortia made up of combinations of aca-
demic institutions, industry, State govern-
ment agencies, or local government agencies 
in RFG States, that have proven experience 
and capabilities with relevant technologies. 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under this subsection, an eligi-
ble entity shall submit to the Administrator 
an application in such manner and form, and 
accompanied by such information, as the Ad-
ministrator may specify. 

‘‘(4) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $25,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2004 through 2008. 

‘‘(f) CELLULOSIC BIOMASS ETHANOL CONVER-
SION ASSISTANCE— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may pro-
vide grants to merchant producers of cellu-
losic biomass ethanol in the United States to 
assist the producers in building eligible pro-
duction facilities described in paragraph (2) 
for the production of cellulosic biomass eth-
anol. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE PRODUCTION FACILITIES.—A 
production facility shall be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under this subsection if the 
production facility— 

‘‘(A) is located in the United States; and 
‘‘(B) uses cellulosic biomass feedstocks de-

rived from agricultural residues or munic-
ipal solid waste. 

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection— 

‘‘(A) $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2004; 
‘‘(B) $250,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; and 
‘‘(C) $400,000000 for fiscal year 2006.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 
prec.) is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 211 the following: 

‘‘212. Renewable fuels.’’. 

SEC. 5l3. SURVEY OF RENEWABLE FUELS CON-
SUMPTION. 

Section 205 of the Department of Energy 
Organization Act (42 U.S.C. 7135) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(m) SURVEY OF RENEWABLE FUELS CON-
SUMPTION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to improve the 
ability to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
Nation’s renewable fuels mandate, the Ad-
ministrator shall conduct and publish the re-
sults of a survey of renewable fuels consump-
tion in the motor vehicle fuels market in the 
United States monthly, and in a manner de-
signed to protect the confidentiality of indi-
vidual responses. 

‘‘(2) ELEMENTS OF SURVEY.—In conducting 
the survey, the Administrator shall collect 
information retrospectively to 1998, on a na-
tional basis and a regional basis, including— 

‘‘(A) the quantity of renewable fuels pro-
duced; 

‘‘(B) the cost of production; 
‘‘(C) the cost of blending and marketing; 
‘‘(D) the quantity of renewable fuels blend-

ed; 
‘‘(E) the quantity of renewable fuels im-

ported; and 
‘‘(F) market price data.’’. 

Subtitle ll—Federal Reformulated Fuels 
SEC. 5l1. SHORT TITLE. 

This subtitle may be cited as the ‘‘Federal 
Reformulated Fuels Act of 2003’’. 
SEC. 5l2. LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE 

TANKS. 
(a) USE OF LUST FUNDS FOR REMEDIATION 

OF CONTAMINATION FROM ETHER FUEL ADDI-
TIVES.—Section 9003(h) of the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991b(h)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (7)(A)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘paragraphs (1) and (2) of 

this subsection’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (12)’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘and section 9010’’ before 
‘‘if’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(12) REMEDIATION OF CONTAMINATION FROM 

ETHER FUEL ADDITIVES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator and 

the States may use funds made available 
under section 9013(1) to carry out corrective 
actions with respect to a release of methyl 
tertiary butyl ether or other ether fuel addi-
tive that presents a threat to human health, 
welfare, or the environment. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE AUTHORITY.—Subpara-
graph (A) shall be carried out— 

‘‘(i) in accordance with paragraph (2), ex-
cept that a release with respect to which a 
corrective action is carried out under sub-
paragraph (A) shall not be required to be 
from an underground storage tank; and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a State, in accordance 
with a cooperative agreement entered into 
by the Administrator and the State under 
paragraph (7).’’. 

(b) RELEASE PREVENTION AND COMPLI-
ANCE.—Subtitle I of the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act (42 U.S.C. 6991 et seq.) is amended by 
striking section 9010 and inserting the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 9010. RELEASE PREVENTION AND COMPLI-

ANCE. 
‘‘Funds made available under section 

9013(2) from the Leaking Underground Stor-
age Tank Trust Fund may be used for con-
ducting inspections, or for issuing orders or 
bringing actions under this subtitle— 

‘‘(1) by a State (pursuant to section 
9003(h)(7)) acting under— 

‘‘(A) a program approved under section 
9004; or 

‘‘(B) State requirements regulating under-
ground storage tanks that are similar or 
identical to this subtitle, as determined by 
the Administrator; and 

‘‘(2) by the Administrator, acting under 
this subtitle or a State program approved 
under section 9004. 
‘‘SEC. 9011. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
‘‘In addition to amounts made available 

under section 2007(f), there are authorized to 
be appropriated from the Leaking Under-
ground Storage Tank Trust Fund, notwith-
standing section 9508(c)(1) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986— 

‘‘(1) to carry out section 9003(h)(12), 
$200,000,000 for fiscal year 2003, to remain 
available until expended; and 

‘‘(2) to carry out section 9010— 
‘‘(A) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2003; and 
‘‘(B) $30,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2004 

through 2008.’’. 
(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—(1) Section 

1001 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act (42 
U.S.C. prec. 6901) is amended by striking the 
item relating to section 9010 and inserting 
the following: 
‘‘Sec. 9010. Release prevention and compli-

ance. 
‘‘Sec. 9011. Authorization of appropria-

tions.’’. 
(2) Section 9001(3)(A) of the Solid Waste 

Disposal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991(3)(A)) is amended 
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by striking ‘‘sustances’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
stances’’. 

(3) Section 9003(f)(1) of the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991b(f)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘subsection (c) and (d) of this sec-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘subsections (c) and (d)’’. 

(4) Section 9004(a) of the Solid Waste Dis-
posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6991c(a)) is amended in 
the second sentence by striking ‘‘referred 
to’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) or (B), or both, 
of section 9001(2).’’. 

(5) Section 9005 of the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act (42 U.S.C. 6991d) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘study 
taking’’ and inserting ‘‘study, taking’’; 

(B) in subsection (b)(1), by striking 
‘‘relevent’’ and inserting ‘‘relevant’’; and 

(C) in subsection (b)(4), by striking 
‘‘Evironmental’’ and inserting ‘‘Environ-
mental’’. 
SEC. 5l3. RESTRICTIONS ON THE USE OF MTBE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) since 1979, methyl tertiary butyl ether 

(referred to in this section as ‘‘MTBE’’) has 
been used nationwide at low levels in gaso-
line to replace lead as an octane booster or 
anti-knocking agent; 

(2) Public Law 101–549 (commonly known as 
the ‘‘Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990’’) (42 
U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) established a fuel oxygen-
ate standard under which reformulated gaso-
line must contain at least 2 percent oxygen 
by weight; 

(3) at the time of the adoption of the fuel 
oxygenate standard, Congress was aware 
that— 

(A) significant use of MTBE could result 
from the adoption of that standard; and 

(B) the use of MTBE would likely be impor-
tant to the cost-effective implementation of 
that standard; 

(4) Congress is aware that gasoline and its 
component additives have leaked from stor-
age tanks, with consequences for water qual-
ity; 

(5) the fuel industry responded to the fuel 
oxygenate standard established by Public 
Law 101–549 by making substantial invest-
ments in— 

(A) MTBE production capacity; and 
(B) systems to deliver MTBE-containing 

gasoline to the marketplace; 
(6) when leaked or spilled into the environ-

ment, MTBE may cause serious problems of 
drinking water quality; 

(7) in recent years, MTBE has been de-
tected in water sources throughout the 
United States; 

(8) MTBE can be detected by smell and 
taste at low concentrations; 

(9) while small quantities of MTBE can 
render water supplies unpalatable, the pre-
cise human health effects of MTBE consump-
tion at low levels are yet unknown as of the 
date of enactment of this Act; 

(10) in the report entitled ‘‘Achieving Clean 
Air and Clean Water: The Report of the Blue 
Ribbon Panel on Oxygenates in Gasoline’’ 
and dated September 1999, Congress was 
urged— 

(A) to eliminate the fuel oxygenate stand-
ard; 

(B) to greatly reduce use of MTBE; and 
(C) to maintain the environmental per-

formance of reformulated gasoline; 
(11) Congress has— 
(A) reconsidered the relative value of 

MTBE in gasoline; and 
(B) decided to eliminate use of MTBE as a 

fuel additive; 
(12) the timeline for elimination of use of 

MTBE as a fuel additive must be established 
in a manner that achieves an appropriate 
balance among the goals of— 

(A) environmental protection; 
(B) adequate energy supply; and 

(C) reasonable fuel prices; and 
(13) it is appropriate for Congress to pro-

vide some limited transition assistance— 
(A) to merchant producers of MTBE who 

produced MTBE in response to a market cre-
ated by the oxygenate requirement con-
tained in the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et 
seq.); and 

(B) for the purpose of mitigating any fuel 
supply problems that may result from elimi-
nation of a widely-used fuel additive. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this section 
are— 

(1) to eliminate use of MTBE as a fuel oxy-
genate; and 

(2) to provide assistance to merchant pro-
ducers of MTBE in making the transition 
from producing MTBE to producing other 
fuel additives. 

(c) AUTHORITY FOR WATER QUALITY PROTEC-
TION FROM FUELS.—Section 211(c) of the 
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(c)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘fuel or fuel additive or’’ 

after ‘‘Administrator any’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘air pollution which’’ and 

inserting ‘‘air pollution, or water pollution, 
that’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4)(B), by inserting ‘‘or 
water quality protection,’’ after ‘‘emission 
control,’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(5) RESTRICTIONS ON USE OF MTBE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(E), not later than 4 years after the date of 
enactment of this paragraph, the use of 
methyl tertiary butyl ether in motor vehicle 
fuel in any State other than a State de-
scribed in subparagraph (C) is prohibited. 

‘‘(B) REGULATIONS.—The Administrator 
shall promulgate regulations to effect the 
prohibition in subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(C) STATES THAT AUTHORIZE USE.—A State 
described in this subparagraph is a State 
that submits to the Administrator a notice 
that the State authorizes use of methyl ter-
tiary butyl ether in motor vehicle fuel sold 
or used in the State. 

‘‘(D) PUBLICATION OF NOTICE.—The Admin-
istrator shall publish in the Federal Register 
each notice submitted by a State under sub-
paragraph (C). 

‘‘(E) TRACE QUANTITIES.—In carrying out 
subparagraph (A), the Administrator may 
allow trace quantities of methyl tertiary 
butyl ether, not to exceed 0.5 percent by vol-
ume, to be present in motor vehicle fuel in 
cases that the Administrator determines to 
be appropriate. 

‘‘(6) MTBE MERCHANT PRODUCER CONVER-
SION ASSISTANCE.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.— 
‘‘(i) GRANTS.—The Secretary of Energy, in 

consultation with the Administrator, may 
make grants to merchant producers of meth-
yl tertiary butyl ether in the United States 
to assist the producers in the conversion of 
eligible production facilities described in 
subparagraph (C) to the production of— 

‘‘(i) iso-octane or alkylates, unless the Ad-
ministrator, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Energy, determines that transition 
assistance for the production of iso-octane or 
alkylates is inconsistent with the criteria 
specified in subparagraph (B); and 

‘‘(ii) any other fuel additive that meets the 
criteria specified in subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(B) CRITERIA.—The criteria referred to in 
subparagraph (A) are that— 

‘‘(i) use of the fuel additive is consistent 
with this subsection; 

‘‘(ii) the Administrator has not determined 
that the fuel additive may reasonably be an-
ticipated to endanger public health or the 
environment; 

‘‘(iii) the fuel additive has been registered 
and tested, or is being tested, in accordance 
with the requirements of this section; and 

‘‘(iv) the fuel additive will contribute to 
replacing quantities of motor vehicle fuel 
rendered unavailable as a result of paragraph 
(5). 

‘‘(C) ELIGIBLE PRODUCTION FACILITIES.—A 
production facility shall be eligible to re-
ceive a grant under this paragraph if the pro-
duction facility— 

‘‘(i) is located in the United States; and 
‘‘(ii) produced methyl tertiary butyl ether 

for consumption in nonattainment areas dur-
ing the period— 

‘‘(I) beginning on the date of enactment of 
this paragraph; and 

‘‘(II) ending on the effective date of the 
prohibition on the use of methyl tertiary 
butyl ether under paragraph (5). 

‘‘(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this paragraph $250,000,000 for each 
of fiscal years 2004 through 2007.’’. 

(d) NO EFFECT ON LAW CONCERNING STATE 
AUTHORITY.—The amendments made by sub-
section (c) have no effect on the law in effect 
on the day before the date of enactment of 
this Act concerning the authority of States 
to limit the use of methyl tertiary butyl 
ether in motor vehicle fuel. 
SEC. 5l4. ELIMINATION OF OXYGEN CONTENT 

REQUIREMENT FOR REFORMU-
LATED GASOLINE. 

(a) ELIMINATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 211(k) of the 

Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(k)) is amend-
ed— 

(A) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) in the second sentence of subparagraph 

(A), by striking ‘‘(including the oxygen con-
tent requirement contained in subparagraph 
(B))’’; 

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(iii) by redesignating subparagraphs (C) 

and (D) as subparagraphs (B) and (C), respec-
tively; 

(B) in paragraph (3)(A), by striking clause 
(v); and 

(C) in paragraph (7)— 
(i) in subparagraph (A)— 
(I) by striking clause (i); and 
(II) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as 

clauses (i) and (ii), respectively; and 
(ii) in subparagraph (C)— 
(I) by striking clause (ii); and 
(II) by redesignating clause (iii) as clause 

(ii). 
(2) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made 

by paragraph (1) apply— 
(A) in the case of a State that has received 

a waiver under section 209(b) of the Clean Air 
Act (42 U.S.C. 7543(b)), beginning on the date 
of enactment of this Act; and 

(B) in the case of any other State, begin-
ning 270 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) MAINTENANCE OF TOXIC AIR POLLUTANT 
EMISSION REDUCTIONS.—Section 211(k)(1) of 
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(k)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Within 1 year after the en-
actment of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990,’’ and inserting the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than Novem-
ber 15, 1991,’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) MAINTENANCE OF TOXIC AIR POLLUTANT 

EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS FROM REFORMULATED 
GASOLINE.— 

‘‘(i) DEFINITION OF PADD.—In this subpara-
graph the term ‘PADD’ means a Petroleum 
Administration for Defense District. 

‘‘(ii) REGULATIONS CONCERNING EMISSIONS 
OF TOXIC AIR POLLUTANTS.—Not later than 270 
days after the date of enactment of this sub-
paragraph, the Administrator shall establish 
by regulation, for each refinery or importer 
(other than a refiner or importer in a State 
that has received a waiver under section 
209(b) with respect to gasoline produced for 
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use in that State), standards for toxic air 
pollutants from use of the reformulated gas-
oline produced or distributed by the refiner 
or importer that maintain the reduction of 
the average annual aggregate emissions of 
toxic air pollutants for reformulated gaso-
line produced or distributed by the refiner or 
importer during calendar years 1999 and 2000 
(as determined on the basis of data collected 
by the Administrator with respect to the re-
finer or importer). 

‘‘(iii) STANDARDS APPLICABLE TO SPECIFIC 
REFINERIES OR IMPORTERS.— 

‘‘(I) APPLICABILITY OF STANDARDS.—For 
any calendar year, the standards applicable 
to a refiner or importer under clause (ii) 
shall apply to the quantity of gasoline pro-
duced or distributed by the refiner or im-
porter in the calendar year only to the ex-
tent that the quantity is less than or equal 
to the average annual quantity of reformu-
lated gasoline produced or distributed by the 
refiner or importer during calendar years 
1999 and 2000. 

‘‘(II) APPLICABILITY OF OTHER STANDARDS.— 
For any calendar year, the quantity of gaso-
line produced or distributed by a refiner or 
importer that is in excess of the quantity 
subject to subclause (I) shall be subject to 
standards for emissions of toxic air pollut-
ants promulgated under subparagraph (A) 
and paragraph (3)(B). 

‘‘(iv) CREDIT PROGRAM.—The Administrator 
shall provide for the granting and use of 
credits for emissions of toxic air pollutants 
in the same manner as provided in paragraph 
(7). 

‘‘(v) REGIONAL PROTECTION OF TOXICS RE-
DUCTION BASELINES.— 

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 
after the date of enactment of this subpara-
graph, and not later than April 1 of each cal-
endar year that begins after that date of en-
actment, the Administrator shall publish in 
the Federal Register a report that specifies, 
with respect to the previous calendar year— 

‘‘(aa) the quantity of reformulated gasoline 
produced that is in excess of the average an-
nual quantity of reformulated gasoline pro-
duced in 1999 and 2000; and 

‘‘(bb) the reduction of the average annual 
aggregate emissions of toxic air pollutants 
in each PADD, based on retail survey data or 
data from other appropriate sources. 

‘‘(II) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO MAINTAIN AG-
GREGATE TOXICS REDUCTIONS.—If, in any cal-
endar year, the reduction of the average an-
nual aggregate emissions of toxic air pollut-
ants in a PADD fails to meet or exceed the 
reduction of the average annual aggregate 
emissions of toxic air pollutants in the 
PADD in calendar years 1999 and 2000, the 
Administrator, not later than 90 days after 
the date of publication of the report for the 
calendar year under subclause (I), shall— 

‘‘(aa) identify, to the maximum extent 
practicable, the reasons for the failure, in-
cluding the sources, volumes, and character-
istics of reformulated gasoline that contrib-
uted to the failure; and 

‘‘(bb) promulgate revisions to the regula-
tions promulgated under clause (ii), to take 
effect not earlier than 180 days but not later 
than 270 days after the date of promulgation, 
to provide that, notwithstanding clause 
(iii)(II), all reformulated gasoline produced 
or distributed at each refiner or importer 
shall meet the standards applicable under 
clause (iii)(I) beginning not later than April 
1 of the calendar year following publication 
of the report under subclause (I) and in each 
calendar year thereafter. 

‘‘(vi) REGULATIONS TO CONTROL HAZARDOUS 
AIR POLLUTANTS FROM MOTOR VEHICLES AND 
MOTOR VEHICLE FUELS.—Not later than July 
1, 2004, the Administrator shall promulgate 
final regulations to control hazardous air 
pollutants from motor vehicles and motor 

vehicle fuels, as provided for in section 
80.1045 of title 40, Code of Federal Regula-
tions (as in effect on the date of enactment 
of this subparagraph).’’. 

(c) COMMINGLING.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 211(k) of the 

Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7545(k)) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(11) COMMINGLING.—The regulations under 
paragraph (1) shall permit the commingling 
at a retail station of reformulated gasoline 
containing ethanol and reformulated gaso-
line that does not contain ethanol if, each 
time such commingling occurs— 

‘‘(A) the retailer notifies the Adminis-
trator before the commingling, identifying 
the exact location of the retail station and 
the specific tank in which the commingling 
will take place; and 

‘‘(B) the retailer certifies that the reformu-
lated gasoline resulting from the commin-
gling will meet all applicable requirements 
for reformulated gasoline, including content 
and emission performance standards. 

(d) CONSOLIDATION IN REFORMULATED GASO-
LINE REGULATIONS.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency shall revise the reformulated 
gasoline regulations under subpart D of part 
80 of title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, to 
consolidate the regulations applicable to 
VOC-Control Regions 1 and 2 under section 
80.41 of that title by eliminating the less 
stringent requirements applicable to gaso-
line designated for VOC-Control Region 2 and 
instead applying the more stringent require-
ments applicable to gasoline designated for 
VOC-Control Region 1. 

(e) SAVINGS CLAUSE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section or 

any amendment made by this section affects 
or prejudices any legal claim or action with 
respect to regulations promulgated by the 
Administrator before the date of enactment 
of this Act regarding— 

(A) emissions of toxic air pollutants from 
motor vehicles; or 

(B) the adjustment of standards applicable 
to a specific refinery or importer made under 
those regulations. 

(2) ADJUSTMENT OF STANDARDS.— 
(A) APPLICABILITY.—The Administrator 

may apply any adjustments to the standards 
applicable to a refinery or importer under 
subparagraph (B)(iii)(I) of section 211(k)(1) of 
the Clean Air Act (as added by subsection 
(b)(2)), except that— 

(i) the Administrator shall revise the ad-
justments to be based only on calendar years 
1999 and 2000; 

(ii) any such adjustment shall not be made 
at a level below the average percentage of re-
ductions of emissions of toxic air pollutants 
for reformulated gasoline supplied to PADD 
I during calendar years 1999 and 2000; and 

(iii) in the case of an adjustment based on 
toxic air pollutant emissions from reformu-
lated gasoline significantly below the na-
tional annual average emissions of toxic air 
pollutants from all reformulated gasoline— 

(I) the Administrator may revise the ad-
justment to take account of the scope of the 
prohibition on methyl tertiary butyl ether 
imposed by paragraph (5) of section 211(c) of 
the Clean Air Act (as added by section 
203(c)); and 

(II) any such adjustment shall require the 
refiner or importer, to the maximum extent 
practicable, to maintain the reduction 
achieved during calendar years 1999 and 2000 
in the average annual aggregate emissions of 
toxic air pollutants from reformulated gaso-
line produced or distributed by the refiner or 
importer. 

SEC. 5l5. PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRON-
MENTAL IMPACTS OF FUELS AND 
FUEL ADDITIVES. 

Section 211(b) of the Clean Air Act (42 
U.S.C. 7545(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘may also’’ and inserting 

‘‘shall, on a regular basis,’’; and 
(B) by striking subparagraph (A) and in-

serting the following: 
‘‘(A) to conduct tests to determine poten-

tial public health and environmental effects 
of the fuel or additive (including carcino-
genic, teratogenic, or mutagenic effects); 
and’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) STUDY ON CERTAIN FUEL ADDITIVES AND 

BLENDSTOCKS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of enactment of this para-
graph, the Administrator shall— 

‘‘(i) conduct a study on the effects on pub-
lic health (including the effects on children, 
pregnant women, minority or low-income 
communities, and other sensitive popu-
lations), air quality, and water resources of 
increased use of, and the feasibility of using 
as substitutes for methyl tertiary butyl 
ether in gasoline— 

‘‘(I) ethyl tertiary butyl ether; 
‘‘(II) tertiary amyl methyl ether; 
‘‘(III) di-isopropyl ether; 
‘‘(IV) tertiary butyl alcohol; 
‘‘(V) other ethers and heavy alcohols, as 

determined by then Administrator; 
‘‘(VI) ethanol; 
‘‘(VII) iso-octane; and 
‘‘(VIII) alkylates; and 
‘‘(ii) conduct a study on the effects on pub-

lic health (including the effects on children, 
pregnant women, minority or low-income 
communities, and other sensitive popu-
lations), air quality, and water resources of 
the adjustment for ethanol-blended reformu-
lated gasoline to the volatile organic com-
pounds performance requirements that are 
applicable under paragraphs (1) and (3) of 
section 211(k); and 

‘‘(iii) submit to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works of the Senate and 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce of 
the House of Representatives a report de-
scribing the results of the studies under 
clauses (i) and (ii). 

‘‘(B) CONTRACTS FOR STUDY.—In carrying 
out this paragraph, the Administrator may 
enter into 1 or more contracts with non-
governmental entities such as— 

‘‘(i) the national energy laboratories; and 
‘‘(ii) institutions of higher education (as 

defined in section 101 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001)).’’. 
SEC. 5l6. ANALYSES OF MOTOR VEHICLE FUEL 

CHANGES. 
Section 211 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 

7545) (as amended by section 5l1(a)) is 
amended by inserting after subsection (p) the 
following: 

‘‘(q) ANALYSES OF MOTOR VEHICLE FUEL 
CHANGES AND EMISSIONS MODEL.— 

‘‘(1) ANTI-BACKSLIDING ANALYSIS.— 
‘‘(A) DRAFT ANALYSIS.—Not later than 4 

years after the date of enactment of this 
paragraph, the Administrator shall publish 
for public comment a draft analysis of the 
changes in emissions of air pollutants and 
air quality due to the use of motor vehicle 
fuel and fuel additives resulting from imple-
mentation of the amendments made by the 
Reliable Fuels Act. 

‘‘(B) FINAL ANALYSIS.—After providing a 
reasonable opportunity for comment but not 
later than 5 years after the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph, the Administrator 
shall publish the analysis in final form. 

‘‘(2) EMISSIONS MODEL.—For the purposes of 
this subsection, as soon as the necessary 
data are available, the Administrator shall 
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develop and finalize an emissions model that 
reasonably reflects the effects of gasoline 
characteristics or components on emissions 
from vehicles in the motor vehicle fleet dur-
ing calendar year 2006.’’. 
SEC. 5l7. ADDITIONAL OPT-IN AREAS UNDER RE-

FORMULATED GASOLINE PROGRAM. 
Section 211(k)(6) of the Clean Air Act (42 

U.S.C. 7545(k)(6)) is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘(6) OPT-IN AREAS.—(A) 

Upon’’ and inserting the following: 
‘‘(6) OPT-IN AREAS.— 
‘‘(A) CLASSIFIED AREAS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Upon’’; 
(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘(B) 

If’’ and inserting the following: 
‘‘(ii) EFFECT OF INSUFFICIENT DOMESTIC CA-

PACITY TO PRODUCE REFORMULATED GASO-
LINE.—If’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (A)(ii) (as redesignated 
by paragraph (2))— 

(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (A)’’ and inserting ‘‘clause (i)’’; 
and 

(B) in the second sentence, by striking 
‘‘this paragraph’’ and inserting ‘‘this sub-
paragraph’’; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) OZONE TRANSPORT REGION.— 
‘‘(i) APPLICATION OF PROHIBITION.— 
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—On application of the 

Governor of a State in the ozone transport 
region established by section 184(a), the Ad-
ministrator, not later than 180 days after the 
date of receipt of the application, shall apply 
the prohibition specified in paragraph (5) to 
any area in the State (other than an area 
classified as a marginal, moderate, serious, 
or severe ozone nonattainment area under 
subpart 2 of part D of title I) unless the Ad-
ministrator determines under clause (iii) 
that there is insufficient capacity to supply 
reformulated gasoline. 

‘‘(II) PUBLICATION OF APPLICATION.—As soon 
as practicable after the date of receipt of an 
application under subclause (I), the Adminis-
trator shall publish the application in the 
Federal Register. 

‘‘(ii) PERIOD OF APPLICABILITY.—Under 
clause (i), the prohibition specified in para-
graph (5) shall apply in a State— 

‘‘(I) commencing as soon as practicable but 
not later than 2 years after the date of ap-
proval by the Administrator of the applica-
tion of the Governor of the State; and 

‘‘(II) ending not earlier than 4 years after 
the commencement date determined under 
subclause (I). 

‘‘(iii) EXTENSION OF COMMENCEMENT DATE 
BASED ON INSUFFICIENT CAPACITY.— 

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—If, after receipt of an ap-
plication from a Governor of a State under 
clause (i), the Administrator determines, on 
the Administrator’s own motion or on peti-
tion of any person, after consultation with 
the Secretary of Energy, that there is insuf-
ficient capacity to supply reformulated gaso-
line, the Administrator, by regulation— 

‘‘(aa) shall extend the commencement date 
with respect to the State under clause (ii)(I) 
for not more than 1 year; and 

‘‘(bb) may renew the extension under item 
(aa) for 2 additional periods, each of which 
shall not exceed 1 year. 

‘‘(II) DEADLINE FOR ACTION ON PETITIONS.— 
The Administrator shall act on any petition 
submitted under subclause (I) not later than 
180 days after the date of receipt of the peti-
tion.’’. 
SEC. 5l8. FEDERAL ENFORCEMENT OF STATE 

FUELS REQUIREMENTS. 
Section 211(c)(4)(C) of the Clean Air Act (42 

U.S.C. 7545(c)(4)(C)) is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘(C) A State’’ and inserting 

the following: 
‘‘(C) AUTHORITY OF STATE TO CONTROL 

FUELS AND FUEL ADDITIVES FOR REASONS OF 
NECESSITY.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A State’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) ENFORCEMENT BY THE ADMINIS-

TRATOR.—In any case in which a State pre-
scribes and enforces a control or prohibition 
under clause (i), the Administrator, at the 
request of the State, shall enforce the con-
trol or prohibition as if the control or prohi-
bition had been adopted under the other pro-
visions of this section.’’. 
SEC. 5l9. FUEL SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS HARMO-

NIZATION STUDY. 
(a) STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 

Environmental Protection Agency and the 
Secretary of Energy shall jointly conduct a 
study of Federal, State, and local require-
ments concerning motor vehicle fuels, in-
cluding— 

(A) requirements relating to reformulated 
gasoline, volatility (measured in Reid vapor 
pressure), oxygenated fuel, and diesel fuel; 
and 

(B) other requirements that vary from 
State to State, region to region, or locality 
to locality. 

(2) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—The study shall 
assess— 

(A) the effect of the variety of require-
ments described in paragraph (1) on the sup-
ply, quality, and price of motor vehicle fuels 
available to the consumer; 

(B) the effect of the requirements described 
in paragraph (1) on achievement of— 

(i) national, regional, and local air quality 
standards and goals; and 

(ii) related environmental and public 
health protection standards and goals (in-
cluding the protection of children, pregnant 
women, minority or low-income commu-
nities, and other sensitive populations); 

(C) the effect of Federal, State, and local 
motor vehicle fuel regulations, including 
multiple motor vehicle fuel requirements, 
on— 

(i) domestic refiners; 
(ii) the fuel distribution system; and 
(iii) industry investment in new capacity; 
(D) the effect of the requirements de-

scribed in paragraph (1) on emissions from 
vehicles, refiners, and fuel handling facili-
ties; 

(E) the feasibility of developing national or 
regional motor vehicle fuel slates for the 48 
contiguous States that, while protecting and 
improving air quality at the national, re-
gional, and local levels, could— 

(i) enhance flexibility in the fuel distribu-
tion infrastructure and improve fuel 
fungibility; 

(ii) reduce price volatility and costs to 
consumers and producers; 

(iii) provide increased liquidity to the gas-
oline market; and 

(iv) enhance fuel quality, consistency, and 
supply; and 

(F) the feasibility of providing incentives, 
and the need for the development of national 
standards necessary, to promote cleaner 
burning motor vehicle fuel. 

(b) REPORT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than June 1, 

2007, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and the Secretary 
of Energy shall submit to Congress a report 
on the results of the study conducted under 
subsection (a). 

(2) RECOMMENDATIONS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The report shall contain 

recommendations for legislative and admin-
istrative actions that may be taken— 

(i) to improve air quality; 
(ii) to reduce costs to consumers and pro-

ducers; and 
(iii) to increase supply liquidity. 
(B) REQUIRED CONSIDERATIONS.—The rec-

ommendations under subparagraph (A) shall 
take into account the need to provide ad-

vance notice of required modifications to re-
finery and fuel distribution systems in order 
to ensure an adequate supply of motor vehi-
cle fuel in all States. 

(3) CONSULTATION.—In developing the re-
port, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and the Secretary 
of Energy shall consult with— 

(A) the Governors of the States; 
(B) automobile manufacturers; 
(C) State and local air pollution control 

regulators; 
(D) public health experts; 
(E) motor vehicle fuel producers and dis-

tributors; and 
(F) the public. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate im-
mediately proceed to executive session 
to consider the following nominations 
on today’s Executive Calendar: Cal-
endar Nos. 167, 168, 173, and 174. I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations be confirmed en bloc, the 
motions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, the President be immediately 
notified of the Senate’s action, and the 
Senate then return to legislative ses-
sion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The nominations considered and con-
firmed are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Adam Noel Torres, of California, to be 
United States Marshal for the Central Dis-
trict of California. 

COAST GUARD 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade indicated in the United 
States Coast Guard under title 14, U.S.C., 
section 276: 

To be captain 

Lewis J. Buckley, 0000 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

William Emil Moschella, of Virginia, to be 
an Assistant Attorney General. 

Leonardo M. Rapadas, of Guam, to be 
United States Attorney for the District of 
Guam and concurrently United States Attor-
ney for the District of the Northern Mariana 
Islands. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session. 

f 

EXPRESSING THANKS TO THE 
PEOPLE OF QATAR 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 139 submitted earlier 
today by Senator SUNUNU. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 139) expressing the 
thanks of the Senate to the people of Qatar 
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for their cooperation in supporting United 
States armed forces and the armed forces of 
coalition countries during the recent mili-
tary action in Iraq, and welcoming His High-
ness Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifah Al-Thani, 
Emir of the State of Qatar, to the United 
States. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
and preamble be agreed to, the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table 
with no intervening action or debate, 
and that any statements regarding this 
matter be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 139) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 139 

Whereas Qatar is a longstanding ally of the 
United States in the Middle East region; 

Whereas the people of Qatar graciously 
hosted United States Armed Forces and the 
armed forces of coalition countries during 
the recent military action in Iraq; 

Whereas the United States and Qatar will 
continue to build upon this military coopera-
tion; 

Whereas Qatar continues to grow in its 
economic and strategic defense cooperation 
with the United States and its allies; 

Whereas the people of Qatar voted on April 
29, 2003, on a referendum approving the es-
tablishment of their first Parliamentarian 
Constitution; 

Whereas years of democratic reform, in-
cluding the establishment of a parliament 
based on universal suffrage, development of 
greater freedom of the press, and evolution 
of a free market have greatly strengthened 
the bonds between our two nations; 

Whereas an unwavering commitment to 
the development of the education of its citi-
zens reinforces Qatar’s path toward democ-
racy; and 

Whereas Doha, the capital of Qatar, hosted 
in November of 2001 the Fourth World Trade 
Organization Ministerial Conference, where 
a number of agreements expanding our de-
fense, commercial, and cultural ties were 
signed: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) expresses thanks to the people of Qatar 

for their support of United States Armed 
Forces and the armed forces of coalition 
countries during the recent military action 
in Iraq; 

(2) warmly welcomes His Highness Sheikh 
Hamad bin Khalifah Al-Thani, Emir of the 
State of Qatar, to the United States; and 

(3) looks forward to broadening and deep-
ening the friendship and cooperation be-
tween the United States and Qatar. 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, MAY 12, 
2003 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in adjournment until 2 p.m., 
Monday, May 12. I further ask that fol-
lowing the prayer and the pledge, the 
morning hour be deemed to have ex-
pired, the Journal of the proceedings be 
approved to date, the time for the two 
leaders be reserved for their use later 
in the day, and that the Senate imme-
diately proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 90, S. 2, the reconciliation 
bill, as provided under the previous 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 
Mr. FRIST. Madam President, for the 

information of all Senators, on Monday 
the Senate will begin consideration of 
the reconciliation bill. The bill was 
passed out of the Finance Committee 
last evening. The Senate will debate 
the jobs and economic growth package 
for up to 2 hours on Monday. However, 
we will not be considering amendments 
on that day. Therefore, as announced 
earlier, there will be no rollcall votes 
on Monday. 

On Tuesday, the Senate will begin 
consideration of amendments, and 
therefore Senators may expect rollcall 
votes. I anticipate that the first vote 
on Tuesday will occur at approxi-
mately 12 noon. That vote may be in 
relation to an amendment to the rec-
onciliation bill, or perhaps any execu-
tive matter that can be cleared. 

Throughout next week, as I said in 
the opening this morning, we will have 
busy sessions. I will share with my col-
leagues the importance of addressing 
three major issues, all of which have to 
be addressed next week. 

We have the jobs and economic 
growth bill, which we will begin Mon-
day; and at that point we have certain 
time limits we will be dealing with on 
Monday and Tuesday and, likely, into 
Wednesday. 

Next week, we will also be consid-
ering the bipartisan global HIV/AIDS 

bill, a bill that is very important to 
this country, and internationally, as 
we look at the ravages of this virus, as 
well as the debt limit legislation—leg-
islation about which we have had dis-
cussions on both sides of the aisle, and 
we have agreed that it needs to be 
dealt with soon and in a timely man-
ner. 

In order for the Senate to complete 
action on these measures, late nights 
next week are likely. Rollcall votes 
should be expected throughout the 
week, including throughout Friday. 
Again, I mentioned this morning that 
if we work efficiently during the week, 
I think we can finish Friday afternoon. 
If not, there is a chance we will have to 
go into the weekend. I mention that 
because I know, as the week goes for-
ward, I will be hearing about sched-
uling conflicts. I want my colleagues to 
know upfront that we need to address 
these important issues. If we cannot do 
it in a timely way, we may have to go 
into Saturday. 

I have no further announcements to 
make at this time. I will be making 
further announcements next week re-
garding specifics of the schedule as we 
progress on the items I have men-
tioned. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 2 P.M. 
MONDAY, MAY 12, 2003 

Mr. FRIST. Madam President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 12:54 p.m, adjourned until Monday, 
May 12, 2003, at 2 p.m. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate May 9, 2003: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

ADAM NOEL TORRES, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE UNITED 
STATES MARSHAL FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALI-
FORNIA FOR THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 

WILLIAM EMIL MOSCHELLA, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN 
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL. 

LEONARDO M. RAPADAS, OF GUAM, TO BE UNITED 
STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE DISTRICT OF GUAM AND 
CONCURRENTLY UNITED STATES ATTORNEY FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF THE NORTHERN MARIANA ISLANDS FOR 
THE TERM OF FOUR YEARS. 

COAST GUARD NOMINATION OF LEWIS J. BUCKLEY. 
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TRIBUTE TO NURSES AT 
WOODLAND TERRACE 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in honor of the nurses at 
the Woodland Terrace Nursing Home in my 
home District of Florida. 

As you all know, this is national nurses 
week and I am privileged to speak on behalf 
of the many talented nurses at Woodland Ter-
race. The Fifth District of Florida, and in fact 
the entire State of Florida, has a large and 
growing population of senior citizens. I firmly 
believe that seniors are one of our nation’s 
most valuable assets. We will be judged on 
how well we care for our seniors. 

The nurses at Woodland Terrace have not 
shied away from this important responsibility. I 
continue to be impressed with the quality of 
care at Woodland Terrace; a standard which 
is largely attributable to the nurses who work 
there. 

At a time when many analysts are predicting 
a nursing shortage in the near future, it is crit-
ical that the nursing workforce be given proper 
commendation for continual hard work and 
dedication to what can seem like a thank-less 
profession. With that, I offer my most sincere 
thank you to the nurses at Woodland Terrace 
for a job well done!

f 

HONORING THE POLO HIGH 
SCHOOL MARCHING PANTHER 
PRIDE BAND 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I proudly pause 
to recognize the Polo High School Marching 
Panther Pride Band from Caldwell County, 
Missouri. The band, comprised of 7th through 
12th grade students, has had many significant 
accomplishments in the last year. Most re-
cently, the band has been honored with an in-
vitation to play at the 2003 Toyota Gator Bowl 
in Jacksonville, Florida. I, along with Polo High 
School students and administrators, are proud 
of the band’s successes. 

The band has worked very hard in competi-
tion to establish a reputation of marching ex-
cellence over the last two school years, which 
was a pre-requisite for their acceptance in the 
2003 Gator Bowl Parade. Additionally, the 
band has been acknowledged for many out-
standing achievements including 2nd place in 
the class 1A parade at Carollton Band Day in 
2001, 1st place in the class 1A parade at 
CMC Band Day in 2001, 1st place in class 1A 
at the Northwest Missouri State University 
Homecoming Flag Corps in 2002, the color 
guard competition in 2001, 1st place in the 

class 1A parade at the Missouri Day Parade 
in 2002, 1st place in the class 1A Parade at 
Central Missouri State University Homecoming 
in 2002, 2nd place in the class 1A parade at 
Northwest Missouri State University home-
coming in 2002, and 1st place in the Chil-
licothe Christmas Parade in 2002. 

Many students have dedicated their time 
and effort to making the band the accom-
plished organization that it is. I commend the 
time and dedication these students have put 
forth being a part of this wonderful after school 
activity while also working hard at their stud-
ies. Marisa Fultz, Drum Major and Field Com-
mander and Brenna Hicks, Assistant Drum 
Major have worked very hard to ensure that 
the band performs at it’s best. 

Additionally, the band has received a great 
deal of support from the education community, 
including the Board of Education, Mrs. Marla 
Barnes, President of the Board of Education, 
Mr. Gerald Snodgrass, Superintendent, Mr. 
Robert Newhart, Polo High School Principal, 
Ms. Beverly McQueen, Elementary School 
Principal, and the band boosters led by presi-
dent Darrin Hicks. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending the Polo High School Marching 
Panther Pride Band. The band is a primary 
example of educational excellence in North 
Missouri and in their community. I wish them 
the best of luck at the Gator Bowl!

f 

SHEILA J. ADAMS HONORED BY 
THE GREATER CINCINNATI 
CHAPTER OF THE NATIONAL 
CONFERENCE FOR COMMUNITY 
AND JUSTICE 

HON. ROB PORTMAN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to Sheila J. Adams, a friend and con-
stituent, who will be honored by the Greater 
Cincinnati Chapter of the National Conference 
for Community and Justice (NCCJ) at NCCJ’s 
75th Anniversary Dinner on May 22, 2003. 
NCCJ, founded in 1927 as the National Con-
ference of Christians and Jews, is a human 
relations organization dedicated to fighting 
bias, bigotry and racism through under-
standing and respect among all races, reli-
gions and cultures. 

Sheila was selected to be honored by NCCJ 
because, as one person noted, ‘‘She’s been 
involved, she’s been active, she’s led. She’s 
gone from success to significance. Success is 
about you, but significance is about what 
you’ve done for others.’’ And Sheila has con-
sistently done a lot for others. 

For over thirty years, Sheila has been a 
human relations professional. As president 
and chief executive officer of the Cincinnati 
Urban League since 1990, Sheila oversees 
programs and services that help African Amer-
icans and others to achieve social and eco-

nomic parity. Because the Urban League’s 
goal is to eliminate the barriers of racism and 
level the economic playing field, her work in-
cludes employment and training programs; 
after school programs; parent empowerment 
programs; and adult and youth leadership de-
velopment. 

Sheila is also active with many other local 
organizations, serving on the Health Founda-
tion; Cincinnati CAN (Community Action Now); 
Advocates for Youth Education; and the Cin-
cinnati Chapter of Links, Inc. She has been 
honored as a Cincinnati Enquirer Woman of 
the Year; a Great Rivers Girl Scouts Woman 
of Distinction; and a University of Cincinnati 
Notable Black Alumni. 

All of us in Cincinnati have benefitted from 
Sheila Adams’ service. We congratulate her 
on this well deserved and distinguished award 
from NCCJ.

f 

KEEPING THE PROMISE TO OUR 
DISABLED VETERANS 

HON. BOB FILNER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker and colleagues, I 
rise to call the attention of the House to three 
bills that I have introduced to address con-
cerns of our nation’s disabled veterans. Each 
of the bills was introduced in response to re-
quests from veterans all across the nation. 

H.R. 1919 will authorize transportation on 
military aircraft on a space-available basis for 
veterans with a service-connected disability 
rated at 50% or more. Currently, members 
and retirees of the uniformed services and the 
reserves may travel free on Department of De-
fense (DoD) aircraft when space is available. 
This benefit is allowed when it does not inter-
fere with military missions and is a recognition 
of military careers filled with rigorous duty. 

But present policies do not extend this ben-
efit to our disabled veterans. What more rig-
orous duty can be imagined than to become 
disabled in the service of our country? Why 
has the DoD chosen not to recognize the 
brave men and women who sacrificed their 
health and well-being while serving in uni-
form? This DoD policy is wrong, and H.R. 
1919 would correct it. 

This bill would cost the federal government 
nothing, and adding disabled veterans would 
not interfere with benefits for active-duty per-
sonnel. Current military is always given pri-
ority, and H.R. 1919 would do nothing to 
change that. What my bill would do is to allow 
seats that would otherwise go unused to be 
occupied by men and women who have been 
disabled in their service to their nation. 

Two other bills, H.R. 1917 and H.R. 1918, 
would also allow veterans with service-con-
nected disabilities to use military facilities. 

The DoD provides Morale, Welfare, and 
Recreation (MWR) programs to bring some of 
the benefits of civilian life to military commu-
nities. These programs are the cornerstone of 
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community quality of life, providing for fitness, 
recreation, libraries, sports and athletic pro-
grams. DoD considers MWR programs as crit-
ical to mission readiness and productivity—
these programs contribute to physical fitness 
and recruitment and retention of personnel. 

In addition, civilian employees and their 
families are allowed access as a perk of their 
employee benefit package. Other groups, such 
as the Scouts of America, can also utilize the 
lands by getting special permission. In con-
trast, most of the over 2 million disabled vet-
erans (rated 0% to 90% disabled) are cur-
rently deemed not disabled enough to be con-
sidered a patron of MWR. My bill, H.R. 1917, 
would fix that! 

A third bill, H.R. 1918, would extend com-
missary and exchange store privileges to serv-
ice-disabled veterans with a rating of 30% or 
more and their families. Congress must do all 
we reasonably can for the men and women in 
uniform who have become disabled in service 
to our nation. Our disabled veterans are im-
portant members of a greater military family, 
and they should be treated as such with every 
available opportunity. 

I believe that changing these policies—use 
of military recreational lands, transportation on 
military aircraft, and commissary privileges-are 
the right steps to take for our disabled vet-
erans! They have sacrificed their health and 
well-being for their country, and I believe that 
they have earned the right to these privileges. 
Please join with me by co-sponsoring these 
three bills and working for their passage.

f 

A TRIBUTE TO ROBESON COUNTY 
CELEBRATION OF FLIGHT 

HON. MIKE McINTYRE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to salute the Robe-
son County Celebration of Flight celebration 
from May 14–May 18, 2003. The Lumberton 
Municipal Airport will host this special event 
that acknowledges and honors the 100-year 
celebration of the feat of Wilbur and Orville 
Wright. 

Charles F. Kettering once said, ‘‘The Wright 
Brothers flew right through the smoke screen 
of impossibility.’’ On December 17, 1903, at 
Kill Devil Hills near Kitty Hawk, North Carolina, 
the Wright Brothers manned the first-ever con-
trolled, powered flight, and their optimism of 
achieving the impossible became our reality. 
And this reality has truly opened the world for 
all to see. 

In honor of this historical event, The Robe-
son Aeronautical Foundation, Inc. and the 
Lumberton Municipal Airport have organized 
special events to celebrate this monumental 
feat. For three days, the Lumberton Municipal 
Airport will host school children from through-
out the region. These children will be able to 
view a variety of exhibits highlighting the im-
portance of sport aviation, the role of aviation 
in the military, and the history of aviation in 
the region. The, celebration will culminate with 
a two-day air show featuring some of the best 
displays of aeronautical skill in the world. 

My fellow colleagues please join me in sa-
luting the Robeson County Celebration of 
Flight organizers for their time, energy, and re-

sources in planning for this event. May God’s 
blessings shine upon them and all that they 
have done, and may God bless this special 
celebration.

f 

TRIBUTE TO JUDGE BURRELL 
MERRITT 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to commemorate the accom-
plishments and character of a great American, 
a great friend and a constituent of mine, 
Judge Burrell Merritt. Burrell celebrated his 
61st birthday this weekend and I was pleased 
to be a part of the celebration honoring him. 

A lifelong resident of Brooksville, a graduate 
of Hernando High School, and a lawyer edu-
cated at the University of Florida, Burrell is a 
true Floridian and an outstanding lawyer and 
community leader. 

In 1968 he joined the Richard E. McGee law 
firm as an associate and later that year he be-
came a municipal judge for the City of 
Brooksville. In 1970 he became a partner in 
his own law firm, McGee and Merritt. In 1985, 
he was named a partner of a new firm, Merritt, 
High, Underwood & Eppley and in 1985 he 
was made senior partner in the Merritt and 
Mason firm. 

In 1998 after thirty years practicing law, 
Burrell became a Circuit Judge for the Fifth 
Circuit serving Hernando County. He currently 
works with civil, family law, probate and child 
support enforcement cases. 

He is a member of the Hernando County 
Bar Association, the Florida Bar Association 
and the American Bar Association and numer-
ous other civic and social organizations, serv-
ing a leadership role in many of them. His 
skills and talent as a law professional have 
been recognized by numerous groups and as-
sociations. He has received a plethora of 
awards and accolades for his diligent work 
both as an attorney, judge and community 
member. 

Aside from his accomplishments in his legal 
profession, Judge Merritt is also a Cattle 
Rancher. He operated the very successful 
Merritt Farm and Livestock Company in 
Brooksville. 

Mr. Speaker it is easy to see why I am so 
proud of his accomplishments and why they 
are worthy of recognition on the floor of this 
body.

f 

RICHARD JANULEWICZ ON HIS 
20TH ANNIVERSARY WITH THE 
CLAY COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH 
CENTER 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I proudly pause 
to recognize Richard Janulewicz, Director of 
Clay County Public Health Center in Clay 
County, Missouri. Richard has exemplified the 
finest qualities of leadership and service and 
is being honored for his 20-year commitment 

to the health center and the citizens of Clay 
County. 

Richard is well known among his staff and 
the citizens of Clay County for taking the initia-
tive to make positive change in their commu-
nity. He interacts on many levels with the peo-
ple he comes in contact with and maintains 
the highest degree of professionalism and 
honesty. He prides himself on the hard work 
and dedication he has displayed over the past 
two decades. 

During his years at the health center, Rich-
ard has designed and implemented new pro-
grams that have made Clay County one of the 
healthiest in the state. He has undoubtedly 
been one of the most influential people in Clay 
County’s history. His colleagues and friends 
describe him as honest, dependable, helpful, 
trustworthy and professional. It is people like 
Richard that make me proud to call myself a 
Missourian. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending the career of Richard 
Janulewicz, who exemplifies qualities of dedi-
cation and service as both an employee and 
a citizen of Clay County, Missouri.

f 

ROBERT KANTER HONORED BY 
THE GREATER CINCINNATI 
CHAPTER OF THE NATIONAL 
CONFERENCE FOR COMMUNITY 
AND JUSTICE 

HON. ROB PORTMAN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to a distinguished constituent, Robert 
Kanter, who will be honored by the Greater 
Cincinnati Chapter of the National Conference 
for Community and Justice (NCCJ), formerly 
the National Conference of Christians and 
Jews, at NCCJ’s 75th Anniversary Awards 
Dinner on May 22, 2003. NCCJ, founded in 
1927 as the National Conference of Christians 
and Jews, is a human relations organization 
dedicated to fighting bias, bigotry and racism 
through understanding and respect among all 
races, religions and cultures. 

Bob’s motivation for getting involved is sim-
ple—he enjoys it. He once said, ‘‘I found out 
you can get much personal satisfaction by giv-
ing your time and talent.’’ Robert has given 
enormously to organizations in our area over 
the years. Currently, he is president of the 
Plum Street Temple Historic Preservation 
Foundation; chairman of the Jewish Founda-
tion; chairman of Jewish Health Systems, Inc.; 
a trustee of the Health Alliance of Greater Cin-
cinnati; a board member of the Lower Price 
Hill Community School; and founder of the 
Man to Man Prostate Cancer Support Group 
at Wellness Community. 

In the past, Bob served as chairman of the 
Health Alliance of Cincinnati; president of the 
Isaac M. Wise Foundation; chairman of the 
Jewish Hospital; co-chair of the Jewish Fed-
eration campaign; trustee of the Emery Cen-
ter; board member at the Hebrew Union Col-
lege Jewish Institute of Religion. 

Bob is a graduate of the University of Cin-
cinnati and began his career with a public ac-
counting firm. In 1966, Bob formed Rookwood 
Properties, a company that acquires and man-
ages investment real estate. Bob and his wife, 
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Lynne, have three sons and seven grand-
children, all in the Cincinnati area. 

A noted individual has said, ‘‘Robert is the 
conscience of the Jewish community in Cin-
cinnati.’’ All of us in Cincinnati thank Robert 
for his service to our area, and we congratu-
late him for being honored by NCCJ.

f 

SENIOR CITIZENS NEED OUR HELP 

HON. BOB FILNER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker and colleagues, I 
rise today to urge support for two bills that I 
have just introduced to provide financial relief 
to our Nation’s senior citizens. Both men and 
women will receive assistance with this legis-
lation, but because older women are often 
with less financial resources, they will particu-
larly benefit. 

My first bill is H.R. 1922, the Fair Taxes for 
Seniors Act. This bill would provide a one-time 
increase in the capital gains tax exemption on 
the sale of a home for citizens who are 50 or 
older. Passing this bill would give many sen-
iors the additional money they need for nurs-
ing home care, medical costs, and other retire-
ment expenses. 

The current capital gains tax exemption 
works well for younger people who often move 
from job to job, selling their homes. The cur-
rent exemption works well for people who live 
in areas where housing prices are below aver-
age. But it is not working for individuals who 
have lived in one home for 20 to 50 years and 
have a capital gain that is much larger than 
the present exemption. In other words, it is not 
working for seniors who live in areas with 
higher housing prices. 

A senior citizen named Eleanor lives in Glen 
Ellyn, IL and bought her home with her hus-
band 45 years ago. The value of her home at 
the time of her husband’s death was $32,000. 
Eleanor is now 78 years old and needs to 
move into a nursing care facility. Her house is 
worth $579,000, and the combined Federal 
and State taxes after the current capital gains 
exemption are $68,000. Her only income is 
from Social Security and a small pension, and 
she needs the money from the sale of her 
house in order to move into the nursing home. 
Eleanor would like to stay in the Chicago area 
because her friends are there, but the price of 
nursing care is high there as well. Should a 
78-year-old woman have to move away from 
the city where she has lived all her life be-
cause, as a widow, she is considered single 
and has to pay higher taxes? The tax of 
$68,000 is money she should be able to use 
for medicine, living expenses, and her nursing 
home. 

Marilyn is a single, professional woman who 
lives in Mission Hills, CA—near my Congres-
sional District. She purchased her home over 
30 years ago for $65,000. She chose to be-
come involved in her community and has 
stayed in the same house throughout her life-
time. Marilyn is now 60 years old and would 
like to sell her home and move to a smaller 
condo in the same area. The selling price of 
her home is now $895,000, and her combined 
Federal and State taxes are $169,940 after 
the current exemption. Should singles who re-
main in one house for many years be taxed 

for their stability and their long-term commit-
ment to their community—and essentially for 
being single? A one-time exemption on capital 
gains would allow Marilyn to downsize her life 
for her retirement years in a way that is finan-
cially sensible. 

Sally, a divorced, single mother in Seattle, 
WA is 57 years old. She chose to stay in one 
home for 37 years so her children could stay 
in the same school system, and so she could 
live near her work and her church. One of her 
adult children has developed severe health 
problems and has had to pay medical bills not 
covered by insurance. Sally needs to help with 
these medical expenses and has decided to 
sell her home to pay some of the doctor’s 
bills. Her home that she purchased for 
$55,000 is now worth $629,000, and the com-
bined Federal and State taxes are $64,000. 
This tax money is money that Sally should be 
able to use to pay off medical bills as well as 
to get ready for her own retirement. 

My bill would provide a one-time increase of 
$500,000 for a single person and $1 million for 
a couple in the amount excludable from the 
sale of a principal residence for taxpayers who 
have reached the age of 50. Let us help our 
citizens over age 50 who have lived in one 
home for many years. Let them keep the pro-
ceeds from the sale of their homes for retire-
ment and health care costs. An added benefit 
is that family members and perhaps the gov-
ernment will be relieved of the burden of car-
ing for these individuals as they grow older. 

My second bill is H.R. 1923, the Social Se-
curity Survivors Fairness Act, legislation to 
provide Social Security widows’ benefits for 
women under the age of 60. Maria is a 58-
year-old widow who lives in San Ysidro, CA in 
my Congressional District. Throughout her life-
time, she worked in the home, raising her chil-
dren and supporting her husband. Now her 
husband, who received Social Security bene-
fits, has passed away. There currently is a 
provision for Maria to receive Social Security 
widows’ benefits, but to qualify she must be 
60 years old. 

Social Security is telling Maria that she must 
find a way to support herself for 2 years be-
fore they are going to help with widows’ bene-
fits. It will be very difficult for her to find a job 
at her age, when she has never worked out-
side of her home. Women in their late 50s 
who are dependent on their husband’s Social 
Security are left with no means of support if 
their spouse dies. 

My bill would amend the Social Security Act 
to reduce from 60 to 55 the age at which an 
individual who is otherwise eligible may be 
paid widows’ or widowers’ insurance benefits. 

I encourage my colleagues to support H.R. 
1922 and H.R. 1923 to provide financial as-
sistance to our country’s most vulnerable citi-
zens.

f 

A TRIBUTE TO THOMAS AND 
MARY GREYARD 

HON. MIKE McINTYRE 
OF NORTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. MCINTYRE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to Thomas and Mary Greyard who 
celebrate the 50th anniversary of their wed-
ding on May 25, 2003. Natives of south-

eastern North Carolina, they have spent their 
50 years of matrimony in McDonald, in my 
home county of Robeson. 

The French author, Andre Maurois, once 
said, ‘‘A successful marriage is an edifice that 
must be rebuilt every day.’’ With dedication, 
determination, and devotion, Thomas and 
Mary have followed their hearts and built their 
lives together for half a century. 

Thomas and Mary are people of dedication. 
Dedication not only to each other, but to their 
two sons, their family, their church, and their 
community. Having both served as Mayor of 
the Town of McDonald, as elders and teach-
ers at Iona Presbyterian Church, and as mem-
bers of various local volunteer organizations, 
the Greyards have provided a positive exam-
ple for all to follow. 

The devotion that the Greyards have shown 
is a testament to their love and respect for 
each other. It is this same devotion to those 
things we hold most dear in our lives that has 
served as an example to those around them. 

Thomas and Mary, thank you for your dedi-
cation and your devotion. We wish you contin-
ued success, and may God’s strength, peace 
and joy be with you always!

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE WALL-RIVES 
AMERICAN LEGION POST 58

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to take a moment to 
commend the Wall-Rives American Legion 
Post 58. They are celebrating 75 years of 
dedicated service to the honorable veterans 
residing in Dunnellon, Florida. 

On March 3, 1927, the American Legion 
Post 58 was issued a temporary charter from 
Department Headquarters in Palatka, Florida. 
They started out in 1927 with 15 members. 
Since then they have grown to . . . members 
through the hard work and dedication of their 
committed members. 

American Legion Post 58 was christened 
‘‘Wall-Rives Post 58’’ on May 26, 1947 in 
honor of Winchester Wall and Hugh Rives, 
two brave soldiers and residents of the area, 
who lost their lives during WWII, in the Bataan 
Death March. 

The memory of these dedicated servicemen 
has been honored throughout the years by the 
members of the Legion as they continue the 
legacy of service to their community. 

Mr. speaker, I am proud of the service that 
members of Wall-Rives Post 58 have ren-
dered to our great nation in their 75 year his-
tory and I ask you to join with me in thanking 
them for their service.

f 

RECOGNIZING FORD MOTOR COM-
PANY ON THEIR 100TH ANNIVER-
SARY 

HON. SAM GRAVES 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. GRAVES. Mr. Speaker, I proudly pause 
to recognize the 100th anniversary of the Ford 
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Motor Company. Ford has exemplified the so-
cial, economic, and cultural heritage America 
and is deserving of due recognition for their 
many accomplishments. 

On June 16, 1903, 39-year-old Henry Ford 
and 11 associates started the Ford Motor 
Company. Armed with little cash, some tools, 
a few blueprints and abundant faith, these 
men set out to start one of the most innovative 
industrial and global institutions. 

During the 1903 production year, the first 
commercial automobile, the Model A, was re-
leased by Ford. This 8-horsepower, 2-cylinder 
vehicle had a 2-speed transmission, 28-inch 
wheels with wooden spokes and 3-inch tires. 
It was the first of many alphabetical cars, as 
Ford went through 19 letters of the alphabet, 
creating Models A through S, with some of 
these cars being experimental and not avail-
able to the public. 

October 1, 1908 was a historic day as Ford 
introduced the ‘‘Universal Car’’, the Model T. 
The Model T proved to be a versatile car that 
could be reconfigured by buyers to move cat-
tle, haul freight, herd horses and even mow 
lawns. In its first year of production on the 
Model T, Ford set an industry record, pro-
ducing 10,660 of the cars. 

In the early days, all automobile makers 
built one car at a time. Ford revolutionized this 
process with the idea of moving the work to 
the worker. This became a reality when parts, 
components, and 140 assemblers stationed at 
different intervals inaugurated the first moving 
assembly line in 1913. A new era of industrial 
progress and growth began for the company. 

The Ford plant in Claycomo, Missouri is a 
remarkable example of the many achieve-
ments of the company. Ford’s employees, re-
tirees, suppliers, dealers, and its many cus-
tomers have truly been an asset to the 6th 
district. 

Mr. Speaker, I proudly ask you to join me in 
commending the Ford Motor Company on 
their 100th anniversary and for their many 
contributions to the 6th district, the State of 
Missouri, the United States and the world.

f 

THOMAS G. CODY HONORED BY 
THE GREATER CINCINNATI 
CHAPTER OF THE NATIONAL 
CONFERENCE FOR COMMUNITY 
AND JUSTICE 

HON. ROB PORTMAN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to a dear friend and constituent, Thom-
as G. Cody, who will be honored for his ex-
traordinary community service on May 22, 
2003, by the Greater Cincinnati Chapter of the 
National Conference for Community and Jus-
tice (NCCJ) at NCCJ’s 75th Anniversary 
Awards Dinner. NCCJ, founded in 1927 as the 
National Conference of Christians and Jews, 
is a human relations organization dedicated to 
fighting bias, bigotry, and racism through un-
derstanding and respect among all races, reli-
gions and cultures. 

Tom was selected to receive NCCJ’s honor 
for his 20 years of community service in Cin-
cinnati. He has been described as someone 
who is enormously dedicated to our commu-
nity, and who exhibits that in his service. Cur-

rently, Tom is on the board of trustees for the 
National Underground Railroad Freedom Cen-
ter and is co-chair of Cincinnati CAN (Commu-
nity Action Now). He has also served on the 
boards of trustees for Children’s Hospital Med-
ical Center; the Children’s Hospital; Xavier 
University; Life Center; and NCCJ and is a 
past chair of the Cincinnati United Way and 
Community Chest and Greater Cincinnati 
Chamber of Commerce Board of Trustees. 

Tom has also had a successful business ca-
reer. He is currently vice chairman of Fed-
erated Department Stores, Inc. in Cincinnati. 
He joined Federated in 1982 from Pan Amer-
ican World Airways, Inc., where he was Senior 
Vice President, General Counsel and Sec-
retary. A native of New York, Tom received a 
B.A. degree from Maryknoll College and a J.D. 
from St. John’s University School of Law. 

All of us in Greater Cincinnati are indeed 
fortunate that Tom Cody and his wife, Mary 
Ellen, settled in our region and chose to focus 
so much of their time and energy on making 
our community a better place. We congratu-
late him on receiving this prestigious honor 
from NCCJ.

f 

THE GREEN ISLE CHILDREN’S 
RANCH 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to honor the Green Isle 
Children’s Ranch in my Fifth Congressional 
District of Florida. At this center, a group of 
dedicated, hard-working, caring individuals has 
been working for more than 15 years to better 
the lives of at-risk children. 

The Green Isle Children’s Ranch was found-
ed in 1987 by men and women who had 
worked within the prison system and had seen 
the great need to prevent children from enter-
ing the vicious cycle of detention home, jail, 
and prison. 

The Ranch is an interfaith outreach center 
that helps at-risk children and troubled fami-
lies. It houses, counsels, educates and spir-
itually nurtures troubled and at-risk children 
from ages 6–15. Most are emotionally handi-
capped; some suffer from such conditions as 
attention deficit disorder, and fetal alcohol syn-
drome. Most have been verbally abused and 
some physically or sexually abused. All have 
considerable inner emotional turmoil and 
anger and almost all are the products of bro-
ken homes. 

The Mission of the Green Isle Children’s 
Ranch is a noble one. It seeks to provide a 
residential program for at-risk children; to 
counsel, educate, and spiritually nurture them, 
and to provide parenting classes and guidance 
for each child’s family. The ranch serves as a 
resource for troubled families, providing ad-
vice, counseling and a sympathetic ear. In ad-
dition, the Green Isle Children’s Ranch net-
works with community organizations, such as 
local churches, Big Brothers, YMCA, other 
children’s facilities, civic clubs, and community 
organizations, to expand upon the resources 
available to them as they strive to better the 
lives of children. 

Green Isle uses a caring approach to help 
at-risk children, which was developed by Dr. 

Jack Lynd at the Edgewood Children’s Ranch 
in Orlando. Counselors at the center work with 
each child’s family, without regard to race, 
creed, national origin, or ability to pay-and 
they do it all without accepting tax money. 

Mr. Speaker I am proud of the work done by 
the Green Isle Foundation. I’m proud to have 
such a facility in my district and I’m proud to 
say that because of this organization, so many 
children in my Fifth District of Florida have 
been positively affected. Their work is to be 
commended and their cause is so very honor-
able. I salute, the dedication and care with 
which Florida’s at-risk children are being treat-
ed and I salute the Green Isle Children’s 
Ranch.

f 

RECOGNIZING THE GARY, IN 
NAACP 

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is my dis-
tinct pleasure to recognize and commend the 
members of the Gary branch of the National 
Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People (NAACP). On Friday, May 9, 2003, the 
Gary NAACP will hold its 40th Annual Life 
Membership Banquet at St. Timothy Commu-
nity Church in Gary, Indiana. 

The Gary NAACP was organized in 1915 by 
a group of residents to monitor and defend the 
rights of African-Americans in Northwest Indi-
ana. The national organization, of which the 
Gary branch is a member, focuses on pro-
viding better and more positive ways of ad-
dressing the important issues facing minorities 
in social and job-related settings. Like the na-
tional organization, the Gary branch of the 
NAACP serves its community by combating in-
justice, discrimination, and unfair treatment in 
our society. 

The primary focus of the NAACP continues 
to be the protection and enhancement of the 
civil rights of African-Americans and other mi-
norities. Today, that fight for equity and quality 
extends to many issues including health care 
for minorities. Thus, the theme for the evening 
is, Taking the Next Steps to Reduce Health 
Disparities. Long before it became a broad 
based public concern, efforts were underway 
to ensure that economic and social barriers 
would not lead to increasingly severe health 
crises in minority communities. The featured 
speaker, Dr. Willarda Edwards, National 
Health Director for the NAACP, will speak 
about how the NAACP has been leading the 
effort to inform and educate the community 
about health care costs; quality and access; 
disease prevention; health care professions 
and training; and youth and elderly issues. 

Further, this year the Gary NAACP will 
honor two outstanding community leaders for 
their lifelong efforts to further equality in soci-
ety as well as one sorority. Mr. John 
Betjeman, retiring CEO of Methodist Hospitals, 
will receive the Benjamin Hooks award and 
Dr. William Mays, CEO of Mays Chemical, will 
receive the Roy Wilkins award. Additionally, 
joining more than four hundred outstanding 
civil, community, and religious leaders of the 
region, the following distinguished individuals 
will be inducted as life members of the Gary 
NAACP in the categories indicated. Persons 
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receiving the vintage life membership include: 
Dharathula Millender, Dorothy Clark, Anna 
Connor, Dr. FranCina Conard, Delorise Web-
ster, and Rev. Samuel Roberts. Those receiv-
ing silver life memberships include: Roosevelt 
Allen, Jr., Ella Bradford, Valerie Allen 
Broadnax, Jacqueline Hall, Esq., and Christina 
Sally. St. Timothy Community Church will be 
receiving the gold life membership and Steven 
Christopher Tinsley and the Youth Church at 
St. Timothy Community Church will receive 
junior life memberships. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you and my other distin-
guished colleagues to join me in paying tribute 
to the new life members as well as the other 
members of the Gary NAACP for the efforts, 
activities, and leadership that these out-
standing men and women have championed 
to improve the quality of life for all residents of 
Indiana’s First Congressional District.

f 

WHY THE CRACKDOWN ON CUBA 

HON. BARBARA LEE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert 
the following article entitled ‘‘Why the Crack-
down in Cuba,’’ by Wayne S. Smith into the 
RECORD. 

WHY THE CRACKDOWN IN CUBA? 
(By Wayne S. Smith) 

Various newspaper articles reporting the 
deplorable crackdown on dissidents in Cuba 
have correctly noted that the situation there 
earlier had seemed to be inching toward 
somewhat greater tolerance. During his trip 
to Cuba in May of last year, for example, 
President Carter met with Cuban dissidents 
and in his televised speech to the nation 
spoke of the Varela Project, an initiative of 
theirs calling for greater political freedoms. 
And both before and after Carter’s visit, 
many other Americans, myself included, reg-
ularly and openly met with the dissidents as 
part of a broad effort to expand dialogue and 
improve relations between our two coun-
tries. 

Oswaldo Paya, the principal architect of 
the Varela Project, was even recently al-
lowed to come to the United States to re-
ceive the W. Averell Harriman award from 
the National Democratic Institute in Wash-
ington, and from there he went on to Europe. 
The Cuban government may not have liked 
what he had to say while abroad, but he 
wasn’t punished for it when he returned 
home. It did indeed seem that things might 
slowly be moving toward somewhat greater 
tolerance of dissent on the island. 

Why then the recent arrest of dissidents? 
Is it, as some in the United States quickly 
posited, that Castro was simply hoping the 
rest of the world was so distracted by the 
war in Iraq, that no one would notice or 
react to the detention of a few dissidents in 
Cuba? 

No, that explanation simply doesn’t hold 
up. First of all, no one in his right mind (and 
whatever else he is, Castro is that) would 
have expected the arrest of over 80 dis-
sidents, many of them well-known inter-
national figures, to go unremarked. The Cu-
bans expected a firestorm, and they got it. 

Second, the timing could hardly be worse 
from Castro’s standpoint. The UN Human 
Rights Commission has just begun its annual 
deliberations to decide, among other things, 
whether to condemn Cuba for violations of 
human fights. Given the greater tolerance 

discussed above, there had seemed a good 
chance that Cuba would not be condemned 
this year. The cralckdown, coming just now, 
makes that far less likely. 

Given all that, why the crackdown and 
why now? To answer those questions, we 
must first note that the greater leeway for 
dissent noted above came in response to the 
overtures of groups in the American Con-
gress and the American public, not to any 
easing of the hard line on the part of the 
Bush Administration. Quite the contrary, its 
policies and rhetoric remained as hostile and 
as threatening as ever. It ignored all Cuban 
offers to begin a dialogue and instead held to 
an objective of regime change. As Mr. James 
Cason, the Chief of the U.S. Interests Section 
has stated publicly, one of his tasks was to 
promote ‘‘transition to a participatory form 
of government.’’ 

Now, we would all like to see a more open 
society in Cuba; that indeed, is what we are 
all working toward. But it is not up to the 
United States to orchestrate it. In fact, it is 
not up to the United States to decide what 
form of government Cuba should have. Cuba 
is, after all, a sovereign country. To the Cu-
bans, for the chief U.S. diplomat in Cuba to 
seem to be telling them what kind of govern-
ment they should have seemed a return to 
the days of the Platt Amendment. 

The Bush Administration was uncomfort-
able with signs of greater tolerance on Cas-
tro’s part, for that simply encouraged those 
in the United States who wanted to ease
travel controls and begin dismantling the 
embargo. New initiatives along those lines 
were expected in the Congress this spring. 
What to do to head them off? 

What the Administration did is clear 
enough. It ordered the Chief of the U.S. In-
terests Section in Havana to begin a series of 
high-profile and provocative meetings with 
dissidents, even holding seminars in his own 
residence and passing out equipment of var-
ious kinds to them. He even held press con-
ferences after some of the meetings. The Ad-
ministration knew that such ‘‘bull-in-the-
china-shop’’ tactics would provoke a Cuban 
reaction—hopefully an overreaction. And 
given that the purpose was ‘‘regime change’’, 
the Cubans came to see them as ‘‘subver-
sive’’ in nature and as increasingly provoca-
tive. Those arrested were not charged with 
expressing themselves against the state, but 
with ‘‘plotting with American diplomats.’’ 

The circumstances are different, but to un-
derstand Cuban sensitivities in this case, let 
us imagine the reaction of the U.S. Govern-
ment if Cuban diplomats here were meeting 
with members of the Puerto Rican Independ-
ence Party to help them promote Puerto 
Rico’s transition from commonwealth to 
independence. Perhaps the Attorney General 
would not arrest everyone involved, but I 
wouldn’t take any bets on it. 

And the beginning of the war in Iraq did 
play a role in the crackdown. The Cubans 
saw it as a signal that the United States was 
determined to throw its weight around and 
to blow away anyone it doesn’t like through 
the unilateral use of force. As one Cuban of-
ficial put it to me recently: ‘‘This new pre-
emptive-strike policy of yours puts us in a 
new ball game, and in that new game, we 
must make it clear that we can’t be pushed 
around.’’ 

It was this kind of mind set that led to the 
crackdown and that turned the latter into a 
massive overreaction. The Cubans did ex-
actly what the Bush Administration had 
hoped they would do. Virtually the whole ac-
tive dissident community has now not only 
been arrested but put on trial (or notified 
that they soon will be) and given extremely 
heavy sentences. Tragic. This is a blot that 
will not be easily erased and that will im-
pede any significant progress in U.S.-Cuban 

relations until there is some amelioration of 
conditions in Cuba. The Bush Administra-
tion meanwhile will certainly continue the 
pressures, and the provocations, so as to pre-
vent any such amelioration. 

It has been argued that Castro simply saw 
this as a propitious moment to halt dissent 
in Cuba, and there are doubtless some ele-
ments of truth to that argument. Castro has 
never liked to be criticized. Still over the 
past few years, he had tolerated criticism of 
the system. All things being equal he might 
have continued to do so. But the situation 
has changed, not just between the U.S. and 
Cuba, but internationally, in ways that the 
U.S. public is just beginning to understand. 

In the dark days that lie ahead, people of 
good will in the United States who want to 
see a more normal relationship between our 
two countries, and to see a more open soci-
ety in Cuba, should hold to the demonstrable 
truth that the best way to bring about both 
is through the reduction of tensions, the be-
ginning of a meaningful dialogue and in-
creased contacts. As Elizardo Sanchez, 
Cuba’s leading human rights activist, has 
often put it, ‘‘the more American citizens in 
the streets of Cuban cities, the better for the 
cause of a more open society; so why do you 
maintain travel controls?’’ The policies fol-
lowed by one administration after another 
over the past 44 years have accomplish noth-
ing positive. True to form, the policy fol-
lowed by the Bush Administration, and the 
clumsy tactics of the U.S. Interests Section, 
have produced only a crackdown. Exactly 
what we should not want!

f 

CENTRAL NEW JERSEY CELE-
BRATES THE ORDER OF THE 
ELKS NATIONAL YOUTH WEEK 

HON. RUSH D. HOLT 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize the important work of the Central New 
Jersey Elks Lodges who are observing Na-
tional Youth Week. This week is intended to 
honor the Junior Citizens of Central New Jer-
sey with whom the Elks have worked through-
out the past twelve months. The Elks Lodges 
work in conjunction with the schools, Boy 
Scouts, Girl Scouts, Cub Scouts and other 
local youth organizations to promote the prin-
ciples of the Order of the Elks and those of 
the collaborating organizations. 

The ideals celebrated by the Order of the 
Elks, as a part of National Youth Week, in-
clude academic achievement, volunteerism, 
and community service. Young people are rec-
ognized at dinners organized by the Elks 
Lodges to their accomplishments in these 
areas. Examples of events include, working 
with the Cub Scouts and Boy Scouts to spon-
sor the Blue and Gold Dinner at which merit 
badges are distributed. The Tournament of 
Champions in conjunction with the schools 
celebrates the academic achievement of local 
students. 

I commend the Order of the Elks for pro-
moting these important ideals in our commu-
nities. They are reinforcing and rewarding our 
Junior Citizens for displaying important com-
munity values. It is only through the develop-
ment of a combination of scholastic excellence 
and a meaningful sense of community partici-
pation that we can build strong communities 
for tomorrow. Clearly the Order of the Elks in 
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celebrating National Youth Week is doing just 
that. 

I ask that all the members join me in con-
gratulating the Order of the Elks for their im-
portant work with youth in Central New Jersey.

f 

ROAD TO BE NAMED IN MEMORY 
OF LIEUTENANT HECTOR POLLA 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, let me take 
this means to recognize the fine accomplish-
ments of the late Lieutenant Hector Polla. Lt. 
Polla is a decorated hero of World War II 
whose wartime sacrifices must be remem-
bered. The United States Army will name the 
new Defense Access Road at Fort Leonard 
Wood, Missouri, after Lieutenant Hector Polla. 

Hector John Polla was born in Lexington, 
Missouri, in 1916. He graduated from 
Higginsville High School and Wentworth Mili-
tary Academy Junior College before heading 
to the United States Military Academy at West 
Point in 1937. Upon his graduation from West 
Point in 1941, Lt. Polla was deployed to the 
Philippines and stationed on the Bataan Pe-
ninsula. He was there when the Japanese at-
tacked on December 8, 1941. His courage 
and gallantry during the defense of Bataan re-
sulted in his being awarded the Silver Star 
Medal. He survived the Bataan Death March 
and spent nearly three years in Japanese pris-
oner of war camps. Survivors of the war 
camps praise him for the leadership, fortitude, 
and skill he demonstrated during the hard 
years of captivity. Lt. Polla died tragically in 
January 1945 after the Japanese ship on 
which he and other prisoners were being 
transported was bombed by American forces. 

In addition to the Silver Star Medal, Polla’s 
military medals and citations include the Pur-
ple Heart Medal, two Bronze Star Medals, the 
Prisoner of War Medal, the Asiatic-Pacific 
Campaign Medal with one bronze service star, 
the American Defense Service Medal, the 
Combat Infantryman Badge 1st Award, and 
the Philippine Defense Ribbon. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe this is a fitting tribute 
to a man who served his country with the ut-
most dedication and bravery. The Lieutenant 
Hector Polla Road will help us remember how 
he and so many other soldiers have given ev-
erything to defend our country in her time of 
need.

f 

THE DEDICATION OF THE 
BROOKSVILLE CEMETERY 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in honor of the work of 
a few historians in my Fifth Congressional Dis-
trict of Florida. The hard work and detailed re-
search of these individuals resulted in a 
gravesite in the Brooksville City Cemetery in 
my district being designated as a Historical 
Landmark in the State of Florida. 

The oldest gravesite in the Brooksville City 
Cemetery belongs to a woman named Char-

lotte Wynn Pyles Crum who was a member of 
an early Florida pioneering family and was 
killed shortly after the close of the Second 
Seminole Indian War. 

Ms. Crum was traveling in the Brooksville 
area in 1842 along with her daughter and 
granddaughter when their group was fired 
upon by a band of Seminole Indians who were 
unaware of the war’s end. All survived the at-
tack except for Ms. Crum, whose death re-
ceived sensationalized attention. 

After much research about Ms. Crum’s un-
usual death, the Division of Historical Re-
sources within the Florida Department of State 
declared Ms. Crum’s gravesite a Historical 
Landmark. At a ceremony this weekend, the 
cemetery will unveil a plaque in honor of the 
gravesite’s distinction. 

The Brooksville City Cemetery is in its own 
right a historical site because it is the final 
resting place for soldiers killed in the Civil 
War, the Spanish American War, World War I, 
World War II, the Korean War, and other na-
tional conflicts. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask you to join me in hon-
oring the cemetery, the work of the Florida 
Historical Resources Division and all those 
who made this weekend’s dedication possible 
and brought Ms. Crum’s gravesite the distinc-
tion it deserves.

f 

HONORING GLEN L. EBERLY FOR 
LIFELONG CONTRIBUTION TO 
NORTHWEST INDIANA 

HON. PETER J. VISCLOSKY 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. VISCLOSKY. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
great pleasure and admiration that I rise today 
to honor Glen L. Eberly for his lifelong con-
tribution to the residents of Northwest Indiana, 
especially the Town of Dyer. Glen is one of 
the most dedicated, distinguished and com-
mitted citizens I have had the pleasure of 
knowing. 

On Thursday, May 8, 2003, the Dyer Cham-
ber of Commerce will host a roast in recogni-
tion of Glen’s honorable service and the un-
compromising loyalty he has displayed to the 
residents of Dyer. The community could not 
have picked a more appropriate date to roast 
Glen, as May 8th was the birth date of one of 
this Nation’s most highly regarded presidents, 
Harry S Truman. Like President Truman, Glen 
possesses the qualities of a strong work ethic, 
coupled with honesty and integrity. Addition-
ally, May 8th will forever be a notable date in 
history for me personally, because on May 8, 
1984, I won my first democratic primary for 
United States Congress. 

Born January 13, 1930, Glen and his family 
moved to Dyer 8 years later. He graduated 
from Dyer High School and served his country 
for 2 years in the United States Air Force. He 
went on to attend Ball State University where 
he earned a bachelor’s degree in education. 
Glen began his teaching career in 1953 at 
Dyer High School, where he taught history. In 
1961, Glen received his master’s degree in 
education from Purdue University and contin-
ued his career at Dyer High School as a guid-
ance counselor. In 1968, Glen was named as-
sistant principal at Lake Central High School 
and subsequently became principal. 

In addition to his love for education, Glen 
has demonstrated a sincere affection for the 
community in which he lives. Thus, Glen has 
served as a member of the Dyer Town Coun-
cil for three terms. While Glen has dedicated 
considerable time and energy to his work, he 
has always made an extra effort to give back 
to the community. He is a charter member of 
the Dyer Noon Lions Club and is a past mem-
ber of the Dyer Evening Lions Club. Addition-
ally, Glen is a charter member of the Dyer 
Jaycees and is a charter member of the Dyer 
Historical Society and currently serves as its 
president. Glen has served the communities of 
Dyer, St. John and Schererville in various ad-
ministrative capacities since 1984 and has 
been the Town Council Coordinator for the 
Town of Dyer since 1992. Though Glen is 
dedicated to his career and the community of 
Dyer, he has never limited his time and love 
for his family. Glen and his wife, Charlotte, 
have been happily married for 50 years. 

Mr. Speaker, Glen has truly dedicated his 
life to the Town of Dyer, as well as all of 
Northwest Indiana. He is one of the finest gen-
tlemen I know. I respectfully ask that you and 
my other distinguished colleagues join me in 
congratulating Mr. Glen Eberly for his out-
standing devotion to Indiana’s First Congres-
sional District. His unselfish and lifelong dedi-
cation to those in need is worthy of the high-
est commendation, and I am proud to rep-
resent him in Congress.

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE NEW 
YORK KENTUCKY DERBY WIN-
NER—SAKATOGA STABLE 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
congratulate the victors of the Kentucky 
Derby. On Saturday, May 3, the veteran jock-
ey Jose Santos road the gelding Funny Cide 
in the 129th running of the Kentucky Derby at 
the Louisville, Kentucky racetrack. Owned by 
Sakatoga Stable in Sackets Harbor, New York 
and trained by Barclay Tagg, Funny Cide is 
the first New York bred horse to win the Ken-
tucky Derby and the first gelding to win the 
Derby since 1929. This is not only a victory for 
the owners, trainer, and rider of Funny Cide, 
but the entire State of New York and I wish 
them continued success.

f 

HONORING CHIEF WARRANT 
OFFICER JIM KELLEY 

HON. BOB BEAUPREZ 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. BEAUPREZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to a great man, Chief Warrant 
Officer Jim Kelley. Jim is remembered as a 
loving husband, wonderful father and a lifelong 
friend to many. Jim was an example to us all 
leading his life with compassion and dedica-
tion in all that he did. 

A member of the 192nd Assault Helicopter 
Company, Jim served his tour in Vietnam 
1969 through 1970. He gave thirty-three years 
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of service in the Air National Guard at Buck-
ley, in Aurora, Colorado. Upon his retirement 
from service Jim was awarded the Legion of 
Merit, the highest military honor given during 
peacetime. I am thankful for the bravery Jim 
displayed in his service to our nation and the 
state of Colorado. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor today to speak 
in memory of Jim Kelley, a noble cowboy that 
will be forever remembered for the dedication 
and bravery he displayed in his defense of 
America’s freedom. He epitomizes the best of 
our country by demonstrating courage, selfless 
service and honor in abundance. He was a 
man of principle and courage; every life he 
touched is blessed for knowing this hero.

f 

IN PRAISE OF MOTHERS 

HON. C.L. ‘‘BUTCH’’ OTTER 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Speaker, there are 435 of 
us in the United States House of Representa-
tives. We come from almost every imaginable 
race, religion, creed and family background. 
Our political persuasions run the gamut of the 
American experience, and we sometimes 
seem to have 435 distinctly different view-
points on any given issue. 

Yet every one of us in the House—indeed, 
everyone on Capitol Hill—has at least one 
thing in common, and we cherish it most dear-
ly. We all are the sons and daughters of the 
mothers who gave us life, who did their best 
to nurture and teach us, protect and care for 
us. For each of us, no matter how close or 
distant it since has become, that mother-and-
child bond was the first formative influence on 
the people we were to become. 

That bond and formative influence is as 
strong as ever for me. I am incredibly fortu-
nate to have the warm affection and sage ad-
vice of my Mother still in my life. I was the 
sixth of Regina Otter’s nine children. Not a 
day goes by that I don’t draw inspiration from 
her physical, mental and spiritual strength 
after 88 years in this world. Her example of 
faith, charity, hard work, selfless dedication to 
family and friends and individual responsibility 
remains the standard by which I judge myself. 
I will forever fall short. 

Perhaps more of our public policy debates 
should be infused with the wisdom of our 
mothers. Would we behave as selfishly, as 
myopically, if at crucial moments we recalled 
what Mom would want? Would we feel so 
compelled to seek out the political benefit, to 
place the short-term advantage over the long-
term good, if Mom were there to remind us—
sweetly but firmly—of the simple but profound 
truths of right and wrong? 

Those of us in public life sometimes fall into 
the trap of believing our own press clippings—
at least the positive ones. We think ourselves 
grand, elected by the good people of the 
world’s oldest democracy, entrusted with the 
will of the greatest nation on Earth. At such 
times we would do well to remember the 
words of George Bernard Shaw, who said, 
‘‘Perhaps the greatest social service that can 
be rendered by anybody to the country and to 
mankind is to bring up a family.’’ 

Mothers do that. 
Yes, fathers also are incredibly important to 

strong families. Despite decades of social ex-

perimentation, research and analysis, no 
sound substitute has been found for the val-
ues, structured growth and sense of mutual 
dependence one finds in a traditional family 
unit for those fortunate enough to have it. 

But make no mistake: Mothers are the an-
chors holding families in place against the 
gales, and the engines that enable them to 
progress toward their goals even through 
stormy seas. They are the lodestar on which 
we all depend to find our way through life. 
They are the shining examples of compassion 
and love to which we all aspire. And they are 
the souls of frail humanity who evoke the best 
from us when times are at their worst. 

So on this Mother’s Day, and every day, 
take some time to honor the one who made 
you who you are. Whether they are with you 
still or passed to a better place, the gesture 
will be noticed and appreciated. And you will 
be a better person for it. 

Thank you, Mom.
f 

TRIBUTE TO KARL SIEGFRIED 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to congratulate Karl 
Siegfried, a constituent of mine from New Port 
Richey, FL, who received a VITA Wireless Sa-
maritan Award last month. 

VITA, which is Latin for ‘‘life’’, is the name 
of the award given by the national Wireless 
Foundation to people who use wireless com-
munication to contact authorities and ask for 
help in emergency situations. 

While driving to work, Mr. Siegfried heard 
reports, on the radio, of a kidnapping that took 
place the night before. Mr. Siegfried identified 
the vehicle while sitting at the stoplight and 
then used wireless technology to identify the 
location of the kidnapper for emergency per-
sonnel. 

His heroic efforts, which quite possibly 
saved the life of another individual, are cer-
tainly something to be admired and I am 
proud to have a person like him as a con-
stituent of mine. 

In recent years, cellular phones and wire-
less communication devices have become 
common fixtures in our society but the good-
natured concern for your neighbor has waned. 
I am glad to see an organization like VITA 
honoring those who put their communication 
devices to work for the good of others. 

I thank Mr. Siegfried for what he did, I thank 
VITA for honoring him, and I thank them both 
on behalf of the city of New Port Richey and 
communities all over the country.

f 

A TRIBUTE TO MITSUBISHI ELEC-
TRIC POWER PRODUCTS, INC., 
WARRENDALE, PA 

HON. MELISSA A. HART 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize the achievements of Mitsubishi Electric 
Power Products, Inc., a leading manufacturer 

of equipment to major North American electric 
utilities and independent power producers, as 
they dedicate their new headquarters building 
in Warrendale, Pennsylvania. 

Mitsubishi Electric Power Products (MEPPI) 
has been a positive force for economic devel-
opment in the Fourth district and has contrib-
uted over $20 million in direct foreign invest-
ment since establishing their Warrendale cam-
pus in 1989. 

As MEPPI has expanded their operations, 
they have included western Pennsylvania resi-
dents in their success. As the largest Japa-
nese affiliated corporation in Allegheny Coun-
ty, MEPPI has grown from an organization 
with just a handful of employees to a company 
with a workforce of over 200 today. 97% of 
MEPPI’s main product line, large power circuit 
breakers, is now manufactured in Warrendale. 
Made in Warrendale products are exported to 
several foreign markets including Canada, 
Mexico, Australia, the United Kingdom, and 
South America. 

MEPPI technologies include Flexible AC 
Transmission Systems (FACTS). FACTS tech-
nologies significantly improve the capacity and 
reliability of the existing electrical transmission 
grid. Low environmental impact technologies 
such as FACTS do not necessitate the con-
struction of new power transmission lines—a 
contentious process that often results in the 
takings of public and private lands. 

MEPPI has also been an active participant 
in our community as demonstrated by their fi-
nancial and organizational support for several 
very worthy western Pennsylvania philan-
thropic groups. 

Please join me in congratulating Mitsubishi 
Electric Power Products as they expand their 
Warrendale campus and continue to involve 
Pennsylvanians in their company’s success.

f 

HONORING HENRY COVELLO 

HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to correct an extension of remarks I submitted 
May 1, 2003. 1 would like to apologize to 
Henry Covello for inadvertently saying that he 
would receive a Purple Heart ‘‘posthumously.’’ 
I should have said ‘‘belatedly.’’ 

Mr. Covello served our country in World 
War Two as a young man. His honor and 
bravery earned him a Purple Heart for his 
service in the war. His lifelong dedication to 
the United States Army is reflected by the 
prestige of the Purple Heart, among the high-
est honors an American citizen can receive. 
Following his service in World War Two, Mr. 
Covello went off to serve in Korea where he 
earned his second Purple Heart. I am proud to 
tell my colleagues that last weekend Mr. 
Covello received his third Purple Heart. 

Mr. Covello served in the United States 
Army with the 82nd Airborne Division 504th 
Parachute Regiment, the 5th Airborne Ranger 
Co. 25th Division, and D Company 19 Regi-
ment 24th Division. He served for nearly 25 
years in the Army before permanently retiring 
to Worcester, Massachusetts. 

Mr. Covello is an example for all Americans. 
Devoting himself to our armed forces, Mr. 
Covello’s awards are the sign of a grateful na-
tion. His service in the fight against tyranny 
and oppression should not be forgotten. 
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Mr. Speaker, I extend my sincere thanks to 

Mr. Covello, and to all of our veterans, for 
bravely fighting to protect our security and lib-
erty. I am confident that my colleagues in the 
U.S. House of Representatives will join me in 
thanking Mr. Covello for his service.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. MIKE ROGERS 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. ROGERS of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, on 
the legislative day of Wednesday, May 7, 
2003, the House voted on two amendments 
by Mr. BELL of Texas to H.R 766, the 
Nanotechnology Research and Development 
Act of 2003. On House rollcall votes No. 165 
and No. 166, I was unavoidably detained. Had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on 
both.

f 

TRIBUTE TO JOHN MCMORRAN OF 
LAKELAND, FL 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to commemorate the life 
of a great American who died last month after 
113 years of life. 

At the time of his death John McMorran of 
Lakeland, FL, which lies partially in my Fifth 
Congressional District, was the oldest living 
American man and the fourth-oldest person in 
the world. 

Born June 19, 1889, in a Michigan log 
cabin, John McMorran considered coffee his 
elixir and quit cigars at the tender age of 97. 
He retired at 84 after working in a munitions 
factory, delivering milk, and delivering mail 
and moved to Florida to enjoy his retirement. 

More than 30 years later he was still enjoy-
ing life, friends, and his family, who all said he 
was a happy man who lived a great life. 

Mr. McMorran had a 59-year-old grandson 
and a 35-year-old great-granddaughter and 
one great-great-grandson! 

He was born the year that the Oklahoma 
Land Rush took place, 14 when the Wright 
Brothers made their historic first flight at Kitty 
Hawk, and too old for the draft in World War 
I. 

Mr. McMorran was there for all the advance-
ments and innovations of the Twentieth Cen-
tury. He knew life before and after cars, before 
and after electricity in homes, before and after 
computers, cell phones, the Internet. After 113 
years of life there’s not much he missed out 
on. 

I am proud to speak before the House today 
about John McMoffan and commemorate his 
long, successful life.

SUSTAINING AN AMERICAN 
DIPLOMATIC SUCCESS 

HON. JOHN J. DUNCAN, JR. 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, later this month, 
the U.S. will welcome President Note of the 
Marshall Islands as he visits our country. His 
visit here will coincide with the Bush Adminis-
tration’s transmittal to Congress of the docu-
ment that governs the bilateral relationship en-
joyed by our nations. This little known treaty 
embodies the best of U.S. diplomacy and stra-
tegic policy in recent decades. Ronald Reagan 
was President and the Democrats controlled 
both House of Congress when a bipartisan 
majority of both Houses approved the Com-
pact of Free Association between the U.S. and 
two Pacific island micro-states. 

The treaty of free association between the 
United States, Republic of the Marshall Is-
lands and the Federated States of Micronesia 
ended more than four decades of United Na-
tions trust territory status for the islands, and 
these new nations, under new flags, them-
selves then became members of the United 
Nations. Not only was this a good model for 
decolonization of dependent territories, but the 
compact also preserved U.S. strategic inter-
ests in the islands. Under the treaty, an area 
of ocean as large as the continental United 
States, with strategically located islands 
stretching from the mid-Pacific to the Asian 
rim, remains foreclosed in perpetuity to the 
military forces of any nation other than the 
United States. 

U.S. strategic interest in the Marshall Is-
lands began in 1946 when the U.S. conducted 
its first atmospheric nuclear weapons test at 
Bikini. During the next decade over 67 tests 
were conducted, leaving a legacy of injuries to 
people and contamination of homelands that is 
still being resolved through claims settlement 
proceedings authorized by Congress under 
the compact. Amazingly, the islanders suffered 
greatly but consider themselves survivors rath-
er than just victims, U.S. allies rather than just 
a subjugated people. 

In addition nuclear test sites in the islands, 
Kwajalein Missile Range in the Marshall Is-
lands was perhaps the most vital facility in the 
U.S. intercontinental ballistic missile develop-
ment program, a centerpiece of U.S. nuclear 
deterrence that prevented the Cold War from 
turning into nuclear winter. Renamed the U.S. 
Army Ronald Reagan Missile Test Range, 
Kwajalein played an indispensable role in the 
Strategic Defense Initiative that helped bring 
about disarmament and end the Soviet em-
pire. 

To preserve the compact’s success and the 
underlying strategic interests, Congress has to 
renew the economic assistance provisions of 
the compact that expires this year. The Bush 
Administration has consulted with Congress 
about renewal terms in a bipartisan spirit, and 
has addressed concerns raised by GAO about 
fiscal accountability for the island govern-
ments, as well tightening up controls on migra-
tion between the islands and the mainland.

Free association is based on separate sov-
ereignty, nationality and citizenship, and is 
free because any party to the compact can 
terminate it in favor of full independence at 
any time. Thus, it is not some screwy scheme 

of co-mingled nationality or neo-colonial entan-
glement. Indeed, the whole point of free asso-
ciation is that it continues as long as it serves 
the mutual interest of the parties. Clearly, from 
a strategic point of view alone, U.S. interests 
preclude letting the compact lapse. 

Moreover, the islands have been good al-
lies, reliably voting with the U.S. in the U.N. on 
important issues. Under the compact, island-
ers are eligible for service in the U.S. military, 
and both Marshall Islanders and Micronesians 
have fought with the 3d Infantry in the streets 
of Baghdad as comrades in arms with Amer-
ican soldiers. 

This is an alliance that represents the best 
of American diplomacy, and the compact also 
demonstrates that America deals honorably 
with small nations that share our values. Obvi-
ously, there are other priorities, but the Admin-
istration should send the treaty renewal agree-
ments to Congress without further delay, and 
Congress should renew the Compact of Free 
Association before it expires, thereby sus-
taining a bipartisan foreign policy and national 
security success story.

f 

A TRIBUTE TO LUCILLE CORRINE 
HAGANS 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of 
Lucille Corrine Hagans in recognition of her 
commitment to helping others throughout her 
eighty-five years. 

Ms. Hagans was born to the late Samuel 
and Hagar Cohen. Lucille and her family left 
the hills of Savannah, GA, and migrated to 
Coatesville, PA. In 1948, she moved to Brook-
lyn, NY. Her home was always filled with 
guests and she did not mind opening up her 
doors to those in need. 

Ms. Hagans has been a positive role model 
for the lives of many. There were times she 
traveled through the snow and the rain to 
make sure that everyone in her household had 
food to eat and a place to lay their heads. She 
has always been a hard and diligent worker. 

A great seamstress and milliner, Ms. 
Hagans has sewn for many people all over 
New York City. She has an innate gift of 
teaching. God has equipped her to help edu-
cate others. Ms. Hagans is also a clothing de-
signer in her own right. 

Ms. Hagans is a woman of character and 
standards. She lives a holy life and is a 
woman of prayer and consecration. She intro-
duced her children and grandchildren to the 
Lord by taking them to church and teaching 
them the word of God. She has taught the 
women in her family to strive for what they 
want in this life. And, she has been a role 
model and a woman of integrity. 

Mr. Speaker, through her longstanding com-
mitments and her dedication to teaching and 
spreading the Lord’s word, Lucille Corrine 
Hagans has shown that she is clearly devoted 
to her community. As such, she is more than 
worthy of receiving our recognition today. I 
therefore urge my colleagues to join me in 
honoring this remarkable woman.
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COAL MINE DUST RULES MUST BE 

WITHDRAWN 

HON. NICK J. RAHALL II 
OF WEST VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker. It is with alarm 
that today members of the United Mine Work-
ers of America rally on the steps of the State 
Capitol in Charleston, West Virginia, to protest 
one of the greatest threats to their health and 
safety in many years. 

It is unfortunate, but true, that this threat 
comes from their own Federal Government, in 
the form of proposed rules issued by the Mine 
Health and Safety Administration (MSHA) that 
would increase fourfold the amount of dust 
levels permitted in underground coal mines. 

As a May 6, 2003, editorial in the Beckley, 
West Virginia, Register Herald pointed out, a 
recent study conducted by the National Insti-
tute for Occupational Safety and Health and 
MSHA already casts doubt on the efficacy of 
existing coal mine dust compliance rules. The 
editorial points out that about 1,000 miners still 
die a year from the dreaded black lung dis-
ease which is contracted as a result of sus-
tained contact with coal mine dust. And as the 
editorial notes: ‘‘We need to dig for answers 
quickly, so the next century of coal mining can 
be accomplished without the threat of black 
lung disease.’’ Following my remarks I ask 
that the editorial be printed in its entirety. 

Yet, despite this study and a whole host of 
other evidence, MSHA on March 6th of this 
year published two proposed rules which 
would dramatically harm the health of our Na-
tion’s coal miners and conflict with both the 
letter and intent of the landmark Federal Coal 
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969. 

This week, in a letter I wrote to Labor Sec-
retary Elaine Chao, I asked that these pro-
posed rules be immediately withdrawn. There 
is no credible reason why any alleged ‘‘mine 
health’’ regulation should allow permissible 
dust levels to increase from the current 2 milli-
grams/cubic meter standards to 8 milligrams 
as would be possible under the March 6th 
dust rules. 

The Labor Department and its agency, 
MSHA, should heed the call of the Register 
Herald editorial and take actions to eliminate 
the threat of black lung disease rather than 
allow increased dust levels in the Nation’s coal 
mines.
BLACK LUNG: 30 YEARS AFTER PROTECTIONS, 

DISEASE AND QUESTIONS REMAIN 
Under the Coal Mine Health and Safety 

Act of 1969, miners are to be exposed to no 
more than 2 milligrams of coal dust per 
cubic meter of air over eight hours—equal to 
a debris speck the size of a pinhead. 

These federal coal-dust controls were de-
signed to protect miners so black lung no 
longer would be an occupational hazard. 

So, 30 years later, have these restraints 
been successful in halting a disease that re-
duces the ability to breathe and leads to 
heart failure? 

At first glance, that seems to be the case. 
But statistics sometimes can be as clear as 
mud. 

According to the study conducted by the 
National Institute for Occupational Safety 
and Health and the U.S. Mine Safety and 
Health Administration, black lung disease 
continues to develop in miners who have 
worked their entire careers under current, 
and supposedly acceptable, coal dust limits. 

X-rays show that rates among miners with 
20 years or less in the mines produce ‘‘no 
clear trend,’’ the study said. Black lung 
‘‘continues to occur among working coal 
miners, even among those first employed 
after the current federal exposure limit be-
came effective’’ in 1972. 

Even among surface miners, X-rays found 
that black lung occurred in 1.9 percent of 
cases. 

Surface miners ‘‘had been thought not to 
have been at much risk because they work 
out in the open,’’ noted Dr. E. Lee Petsonk, 
one of the study’s authors and senior med-
ical officer in the surveillance branch at the 
health institute’s Division of Respiratory 
Disease Studies in Morgantown. ‘‘It is a find-
ing of concern.’’ 

The $64,000 question, then, is a simple 
‘‘why?’’ Why do new cases of black lung dis-
ease continue to develop in miners when 
coal-dust limits established to protect min-
ers have been in effect for more than 30 
years? 

Are the dust levels being complied with? 
Are the rules still not stringent enough? And 
why are surface miners developing black 
lung? 

Answering these questions is vital, because 
about 1,000 miners die from black lung each 
year. Many of those are West Virginia min-
ers. 

Coal, we pointed out in this space yester-
day, will be around for a while. By a most 
conservative estimate, there are at least 100 
years of coal deposits still to mine. 

We need to dig for answers quickly, so the 
next century of coal mining can be accom-
plished without the threat of black lung dis-
ease.

f 

GIRL SCOUT TROOP 378

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to congratulate the Heart 
of Florida Girl Scout Troop 378 in Citrus 
County, FL for their service to the community 
and to the people of my district. 

The troop recently learned about the impor-
tance of voting and about the functions of 
American government as part of the ‘‘I-Count’’ 
Voter Education program and each Troop 
Member participating in the program received 
a patch upon completion. 

Mr. Speaker, as you may know, those in the 
Girl Scout program measure their accomplish-
ments and award merit based on the number 
of patches they accumulate. As part of earning 
this patch, the girls studied intently and lis-
tened to a speech I gave about the impor-
tance of voting—and how one vote can be the 
deciding factor in some instances. 

It was when I spoke to the girls and had the 
chance to meet them and hear about all they 
had done in the community that I realized the 
tremendous amount of work they had done 
and their intense dedication to the Girl Scout 
program. 

Mr. Speaker, let me briefly mention just a 
few of the things this group of girls has done 
throughout their years of involvement with this 
program. 

As Daisies the girls learned to do crafts and 
learned the Girl Scout promise. They went on 
campouts, marched in parades and sang at 
Surry Place Nursing home. 

As Brownies, the troop went to nursing 
homes to sing, volunteered at various events 
and continued to appear in local parades. 

As Juniors, they collected old, unused cell 
phones to benefit battered women, helped at 
the local ‘‘Relay for Life,’’ which benefits the 
American Cancer Society, and presented the 
local volunteer firefighters with cookies to 
thank them for their work in the community. 

Now that the girls are Cadets they are still 
collecting cell phones and will be continuing 
their involvement in the ‘‘Relay for Life’’ pro-
gram. This past Holiday Season they ‘‘Gift 
Adopted’’ a local under-privileged girl, and do-
nated money and new gifts to make her 
Christmas brighter. 

Currently they are saving the proceeds from 
the sale of their Girl Scout cookies for a trip 
to Savanna, GA to see where Juliette Gordon 
Low, the Girl Scout founder, was born. 

Amber Auth, Nicole Bruno, Melissa 
Fonczak, Emily Stanton, Rebecca Rose, Kim-
berly Carbonari, Rebecca Morse, along with 
troop leader Mimi Rose and assistant troop 
leader Nora Auth, deserve to be commended 
for their service and dedication. I am proud to 
have them as my constituents and am hon-
ored to be their representation in Congress.

f 

TRIBUTE TO MS. KATHERINE 
HALLBERG CELEBRATING THE 
FIRST PLACE WINNER OF THE 
14TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
HIGH SCHOOL ART COMPETITION, 
AN ARTISTIC DISCOVERY 

HON. MICHAEL F. DOYLE 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. DOYLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Katherine Hallberg from Woodland Hills 
School District. Katherine is the top winner of 
the 2003 14th Congressional District High 
School Art Competition, An Artistic Discovery. 

Katherine’s acrylic painting entitled ‘‘Techni-
color Portrait’’ was chosen from an out-
standing collection of entries. Katherine is a 
young woman of considerable talent and is 
sure to have many successes in her future. 
The judges were very impressed by her use of 
light and shadow. 

I look forward to seeing Katherine’s artwork 
displayed in the U.S. Capitol building along 
with the artwork of the other competition win-
ners from across the country. I am pleased to 
be associated with Katherine’s artistic talents. 

Congratulations Katherine. I wish you all the 
best of luck in the future.

f 

REPUBLIC OF CHINA ON TAIWAN 

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, three years ago, 
Mr. Chen Shui-bian was democratically elect-
ed President of the Republic of China on Tai-
wan. His election by the people of that island 
showed the world that democracy was alive 
and well and could easily thrive in a Chinese 
society like Taiwan. 
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During the last three years, President Chen 

and the people of Taiwan continue the prac-
tice of democracy in their country. Today Tai-
wan has free elections at every level, a free 
press, and the highest regard for human 
rights. Taiwan has set a good example for 
neighboring Asian nations, and other countries 
around the world, to follow. 

President Chen has, on many occasions, 
stressed that Taiwan and neighboring coun-
tries must work together to discuss issues of 
mutual interests. Any progress toward im-
proved relationships between nations along 
the Pacific Rim must ensure the interests of 
the 23 million people living in the Republic of 
China. 

I have enjoyed working with Taiwan’s Rep-
resentative in Washington, Ambassador C.J. 
Chen. He and his aides do a good job of in-
forming Congress of developments in Taiwan. 

As the people of Taiwan prepare to cele-
brate their president’s third anniversary in of-
fice, I hope Taiwan will find success in gaining 
observer status at the World Health Organiza-
tion this May. As the outbreak of SARS threat-
ens Asia and the world, Taiwan should be in-
cluded in World Health Organization activities. 

Secretary of State Colin Powell recently 
said, ‘‘infectious disease . . . requires an ef-
fective and coordinated response at local, na-
tional and international levels.’’ SARS is a 
harsh reminder to the world that diseases 
know no border, and we must have an effec-
tive international coalition to combat SARS, 
and other infectious diseases we have yet to 
discover. 

Taiwan has been affected by SARS; it is 
only right to include them in the global cam-
paign against it. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in com-
mending the people of Taiwan for their con-
tinuing experiment with democracy. As we 
have noted before: in a democracy, it is not 
the first election that defines a democracy 
. . . it is all those that follow.

f 

WASTEWATER TREATMENT WORKS 
SECURITY ACT OF 2003

SPEECH OF 

HON. BILL SHUSTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
strong support of H.R. 866, the Wastewater 
Treatment Works Security Act of 2003, and I 
commend Chairman YOUNG for sponsoring 
this important legislation. H.R. 866 authorizes 
the EPA Administrator to issue grants for vul-
nerability assessments and security enhance-
ments at our publicly owned treatment works 
facilities. In addition, the legislation calls on 
the Administrator to provide much needed 
technical assistance regarding security meas-
ures that can be made to our smaller publicly 
owned treatment works facilities, that is facili-
ties that serve less than 20,000 people. Lastly, 
the bill provides critical funding for the im-
provement of the methodologies and tools 
used to carry out wastewater vulnerability as-
sessments. 

Mr. Speaker, ensuring that our wastewater 
treatment facilities are properly protected and 
secure is a crucial aspect of enhancing our 
Homeland Security. A terrorist attack on a 

public treatment facility could be devastating. I 
commend Chairman YOUNG for his hard work 
on this legislation, and his efforts to draw at-
tention to the need to improve the security of 
wastewater treatment facilities.

f 

HONORING CENTER HIGH 
SCHOOL’S ‘‘TOP 10’’ SENIORS 

HON. DOUG OSE 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to honor 
the talents and efforts of Center High School’s 
‘‘Top Ten’’ Academic Seniors for the 2002–
2003 school year. These students have an un-
weighted, cumulative grade point average of 
between 3.88 and 4.0. These outstanding stu-
dents have been accepted at the University of 
California—Los Angeles, UC Davis, UC Santa 
Cruz, UC San Diego, UC Berkeley, University 
of the Pacific, Stanford, Embry-Riddle Aero-
nautical University, and Brigham Young Uni-
versity. 

Each of these students were honored at a 
scholarship dinner on Monday, April 28, 2003, 
where they were each presented with $200 
scholarships made possible by community do-
nations, and publicly recognized for their aca-
demic achievements. 

I am very proud of these young men and 
woman. I ask my colleagues to join me in ap-
plauding Valerie Vinco, Navneet Riar, Tara 
Dougherty, Natalie Ramirez, Erin Baccay, 
Dieu-Huyen Nguyen, Adam Luber, Maybelline 
Disuanco, Kimberly Johnson, and Sabre Shin.

f 

WISCONSIN THANKS JUSTICE WIL-
LIAM BABLITCH FOR 35 YEARS 
OF SERVICE TO THE STATE 

HON. GERALD D. KLECZKA 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, it is my distinct 
pleasure to honor my friend and former col-
league, Justice William A. Bablitch, as he 
celebrates 35 years of service to the people of 
Wisconsin. 

Long known as a vigilant champion of the 
underprivileged, Justice Bablitch began serv-
ing others early in life. At the age of twenty-
two, he traveled to Liberia in Western Africa 
with the Peace Corps, and spent his tour 
teaching young pupils in a local elementary 
school. Struck by the conditions that his stu-
dents endured daily, he returned to his home 
state impassioned to work on behalf of the 
public and to study law at the University of 
Wisconsin. 

After receiving his Juris Doctorate in 1968, 
the Justice spent three years as a District At-
torney, during the tumultuous times of the stu-
dent-led Vietnam protests. By working with the 
administration of the University of Wisconsin—
Stevens Point and the Sheriff’s Department of 
Stevens Point, he helped ensure that in the 
wake of the Kent State Massacre violence or 
bloodshed did not erupt at UWSP. 

In 1973, Bill turned his talents to rep-
resenting the people of Portage County in the 
Wisconsin State Senate where I had the es-

teemed pleasure of serving with him. A strong 
advocate for civil and human rights, Senator 
Bablitch pushed for legislation reform in dis-
crimination, sexual assault, child abuse, and 
divorce law. His role as majority leader paved 
the way for public accessibility to Wisconsin 
government by creation of Wisconsin’s Open 
Meeting and campaign reform laws. 

Always a defender of social justice, Justice 
Bablitch’s career has been highlighted by his 
twenty years in the Wisconsin Supreme Court 
where he has fought for the protection of con-
sumers, the environment, and a patient’s right 
to know. 

While away from the office, Bill spends time 
with his wife, Anne, daughter, Bulleh, and 
granddaughters, Layteh and Nancy, at his 
homes in Northern Wisconsin and Hawaii. 
Whether fly-fishing with family and friends or 
cooking a meal for them, he has filled the lives 
of those around him with laughter and happi-
ness. 

Justice William Bablitch’s retirement is cer-
tainly well deserved, but his leadership and 
passion for serving the best interests of Wis-
consin citizens will be truly missed. Congratu-
lations, my friend.

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF LOUISE 
DANKBERG ON THE OCCASION OF 
HER RETIREMENT 

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 
tribute to Louise Dankberg on the occasion of 
her retirement. Ms. Dankberg is an 
imcomparable leader who has consistently 
contributed to our community for over three 
decades in notable ways. 

After 34 years, serving in a variety of posi-
tions, Ms. Dankberg is retiring from the New 
York State Department of Labor. Among her 
many achievements during her tenure, Ms. 
Dankberg has served as Loaned Executive to 
State Employees Federated Appeal (SEFA) of 
United Way, where she raised over $750,000 
in six campaigns in 51 state agencies. As Ex-
ecutive Administrative Assistant to the New 
York City Director, Ms. Dankberg was respon-
sible for major decisions of staff changes and 
successfully developed communications be-
tween branch offices and district managers. 
She also supervised 125 professional and 
support staff while serving as Job Service Su-
pervisor. In addition, Ms. Dankberg acted to 
resolve issues, train new staff, and cor-
responded on behalf of the Governor and 
Commissioner of Labor in her role as Unem-
ployment Insurance Supervisor of Telephone 
Call Center. 

Through a variety of professional and civic 
activities, Ms. Dankberg has touched count-
less lives in the New York area. Ms. Dankberg 
has been very active within the New York 
State government. She has been the Female 
District Leader of the 74th Assembly District 
since 1993 and a New York State County 
Committee Member since 1973. She served 
as the Beth R. Cosnow Memorial Chairperson 
and as a New York State Commmitteewoman 
in 1993, and worked as a delegate to Su-
preme Court Judicial Conventions from 1971 
to 1993. For over thirty years she has been a 
liaison with elected officials for the community 
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and has served various positions in the Sam-
uel J. Tilden Democratic Club, including presi-
dent, vice president, treasurer, secretary, and 
membership and program committees chair-
person. 

Ms. Dankberg has also been a campaign 
manager for various judicial campaigns for Su-
preme and Civil Courts, as well as a member 
for the 14th Congressional District Caucus and 
the Policy, Executive, and New York County 
Democratic Committees. Her contributions to 
the community include numerous community 
forums, street fairs, and political debates. 

An eminent civic leader, Ms. Louise 
Dankberg has held positions in many organi-
zations, such as the International Association 
of Personnel in Employment Security, the 
Public Employees Federation, of which she 
was a founding member, the Organization of 
Management Confidential Employees, the 
Center for Women in Government, Mission 
Employment Jobathons, and the Job Service 
Improvement Program. Through these various 
associations, Ms. Dankberg has played a sig-
nificant role in aiding the community with 
issues concerning employment. 

In addition to being a leader of organiza-
tions, Ms. Dankberg is a staunch community 
advocate, bringing local issues to surface. She 
is a founding member of the Neighborhood 
Crime Prevention Council and the East Side 
Rezoning Alliance. Ms. Dankberg is also an 
active member of Gramercy Neighborhood As-
sociates, the Stuyvesant Park Neighborhood 
Association, the 22nd Street Block Associa-
tion, and the Manhattan Neighborhood Coun-
cil. She is a co-chairperson of the Neighbor-
hood Advisory Board, which donates to target 
groups through the New York City Division of 
Youth and Community Development. 

Fortunately for all of us, Ms. Dankberg is 
merely retiring from the New York State De-
partment of Labor and not from public life. 

In recognition of her outstanding accom-
plishments, I ask my collegues to join me in 
honoring Louise Dankberg on the occasion of 
her retirement.

f 

TRIBUTE TO LUIS A. ROSERO 

HON. TIMOTHY H. BISHOP 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. BISHOP of New York. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize and honor Luis A. 
Rosero a dedicated and noteworthy public 
servant from Queens, New York. 

Luis A. Rosero engages our society with en-
thusiasm and vigor. From humble beginnings 
in Queens, NY, Luis Rosero has dedicated 
himself to a career in public service, protecting 
the rights of all citizens in the democratic proc-
ess. Luis fights for what is good in our world. 

Since my arrival in Congress at the begin-
ning of this year, Luis has ably served the 
people of the First Congressional District of 
New York as my District Office Director. He 
has offered his years of experience to develop 
a new office, train new employees and man-
age the multi-faceted challenges of a busy 
New York office. Luis has offered comfort and 
assistance to my constituents, whether they 
need intervention with a federal agency, an 
answer to a vexing question of policy or some-
one to simply hear their concerns. 

Luis’ passion and energy have also made 
him a known and appreciated individual to his 
neighbors in his home community, and they 
now call him back to represent them as a New 
York City Councilman. 

Many individuals aspire to make positive 
changes in the community in which they live, 
though some fail in their efforts through a lack 
of dedication and perseverance. Luis has the 
qualities of a leader and a deep belief in our 
system of government: I believe he will not fail 
to meet the demands of a public he has dedi-
cated himself to serve. 

I extend my best wishes and support for 
Luis Rosero in all of his future endeavors. I 
am sorry to see him leave my staff, but I am 
grateful for his efforts and I know he will go on 
to do great things. I wish Luis many years of 
good fortune and service to the public. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues join me 
in wishing Luis A. Rosero the best of luck in 
all of his endeavors.

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF NATIONAL 
SCHOOL NURSE DAY 

HON. STEVE ISRAEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ac-
knowledge May 7th as National School Nurse 
Day. 

There are approximately 60,000 registered 
nurses in public school systems across the 
country caring for more than 52 million stu-
dents. Professional school nurses strengthen 
and facilitate our educational process by im-
proving and protecting the health status of 
children and youth through prevention, detec-
tion and correction methods. School nurses 
work diligently in the school environment, 
serving not only our children and youth but 
also their teachers, community, state, and na-
tion to provide valuable school health services. 

School nurses have assisted our children for 
many years, and The National Association of 
School Nurses, the professional organization 
of school nurses, is celebrating its thirty-fifth 
anniversary this year. 

Frequently, the only health care attention a 
child receives is through a school nurse. Our 
nation’s children face an increasing number of 
chronic and severe health problems, from dia-
betes to asthma, obesity, depression and 
other mental and physical health problems. 
School nurses assist these children with their 
health problems so children can remain in 
school and achieve success. 

School nurses also care for a large number 
of children with chronic and severe health 
problems, including children in wheelchairs, on 
ventilatory support or with special health pro-
cedures. School nurses provide direct services 
to them from initial assessment and diagnosis 
to treatment and maintenance so disabled 
children can learn and achieve academic suc-
cess. 

After September 11th, school nurses had to 
take on additional new roles. If another bio-ter-
rorism event takes place, school nurses may 
be the first health care responders that will 
cope with symptoms of a chemical, radio-
logical or other event as well as providing the 
necessary treatments and emergency evacu-
ations. 

School nurses are unsung heroes as they 
both effectively and efficiently meet the daily 
and emergency needs of the student popu-
lations they serve. 

Professional school nurses have touched 
the lives of students throughout our great na-
tion for over a century, and we commend 
them on their continued contributions to the 
development of our young people. 

I urge all Americans to recognize the impor-
tant contributions that school nurses make to-
ward the health and well-being of our children 
and youth. National School Nurse Day is a 
wonderful way to commend them on their 
years of diligent efforts to keep our children 
healthy and safe in school.

f 

CLEAN SMOKESTACKS ACT OF 2003

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
again joining with Representative BOEHLERT in 
introducing the ‘‘Clean Smokestacks Act of 
2003.’’ This important legislation will finally 
clean up the nation’s dirty, antiquated power 
plants. 

When I originally introduced the ‘‘Clean 
Smokestacks Act’’ with Representative BOEH-
LERT in the 106th Congress, we had a modest 
beginning. We had a total of 15 cosponsors 
and little attention. 

But by the end of the 107th Congress, the 
bill’s supporters had grown to 135 House 
members. Senator JEFFORDS had successfully 
reported the companion legislation, the ‘‘Clean 
Power Act.’’ And even the Bush Administra-
tion, at least in rhetoric, recognizes that we ur-
gently need to clean up these power plants. 

Electricity generation is our nation’s single 
largest source of air pollution and greenhouse 
gas emissions. Nationally, power plants are 
responsible for about 35 percent of carbon di-
oxide emissions, 64 percent of sulfur dioxide 
emissions, 23 percent of nitrogen oxides emis-
sions and 33 percent of mercury emissions. 

These four pollutants are the major cause of 
some of the most serious environmental prob-
lems the nation faces, including acid rain, 
smog, respiratory illness, mercury contamina-
tion, and global warming. If we are going to 
improve air quality and reduce global warming, 
we must curb the emissions from these power 
plants. 

When the original Clean Air Act was en-
acted in 1970, the electric utility industry ar-
gued that stringent controls should not be im-
posed on the oldest, dirtiest plants since they 
would soon be replaced by new state-of-the-
art facilities. Although Congress acceded to 
these arguments and shielded old power 
plants from the law’s requirements, many of 
these facilities—which were already old in 
1970—are still in use. In some cases, power 
plants from 1922 are still in operation and 
have never had to meet the environmental re-
quirements that a new facility would. 

As a result, a single plant in the Midwest 
can emit as much NOX pollution as the entire 
state of Massachusetts. 

The Clean Smokestacks Act says it is time 
to clean up these aging plants. The Act sets 
strong emissions reduction requirements for all 
four of the key pollutants from power plants, 
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and it finally sets a deadline for old plants to 
install modern pollution controls. The Act al-
lows for emissions trading to increase flexi-
bility and reduce costs, where trading won’t 
cause environmental harm. And the Clean 
Smokestacks Act promotes cost-effective en-
ergy efficiency and renewable energy meas-
ures, which help reduce pollution and save 
consumers money. 

This approach just makes sense. Because 
these power plants are so old and so dirty, 
cleaning them up provides tremendous bene-
fits at reasonable costs. These requirements 
are one of the cheapest ways to get significant 
air quality improvements. And they finally pro-
vide a level playing field for new and old 
plants. 

At the same time, this approach gives in-
dustry the benefit of increasing regulatory cer-
tainty by targeting all four pollutants at once. 
Industry can make better investments if it 
knows what all of the emissions requirements 
will be over the next decade or so. 

Finally, the Clean Smokestacks Act recog-
nizes that we need cleaner air, not regulatory 
relaxation, so it leaves the current Clean Air 
Act in place. 

Since we first introduced this bill, the Presi-
dent has unveiled a competing proposal, the 
‘‘Clear Skies Initiative’’ or CSI, which he 
claims targets the same goal of cleaning up 
power plants. It’s important to recognize, how-
ever, that the Clean Smokestacks Act and CSI 
are not similar proposals with different levels 
of stringency. Rather, they have fundamentally 
different purposes. 

The Bush Administration claims that their 
CSI proposal also targets the problem of aging 
power plants and provides certainty to the in-
dustry. It does neither, but it does rewrite sig-
nificant portions of the Clean Air Act to weak-
en or delete important environmental protec-
tions. 

In contrast to the Clean Smokestacks Act, 
the CSI proposal does not guarantee that all 
outdated power plants will ever install modem 
air pollution controls. And, because CSI does 
not address carbon dioxide emissions, it can-
not promise to provide the industry with cer-
tainty regarding future federal or state emis-
sions reductions requirements. 

What CSI does do is rewrite key provisions 
of the Clean Air Act. CSI would repeal a re-
quirement to reduce mercury emissions, limit 
the rights of states to protect themselves 
against out-of-state pollution, extend deadlines 
for areas to achieve clean air, and weaken 
protection for national parks, among other 
rollbacks. The real purpose of CSI appears to 
be weakening current Clean Air Act require-
ments for power plants and other sources, 
under cover of some looser and later emis-
sions requirements. Not surprisingly, CSI is 
supported by industry, but is almost univer-
sally opposed by environmental groups. 

So let there be no mistake—the Clean 
Smokestacks Act in the House, and the Clean 
Power Act in the Senate, are the proposals to 
strengthen the Clean Air Act by finally closing 
the loophole for old dirty power plants and ad-
dressing all four pollutants they emit. 

In conclusion, let me commend Rep. BOEH-
LERT and all of the supporters of this legisla-
tion. I am pleased to be part of this bipartisan, 
bicameral approach to strengthening the 
Clean Air Act and protecting our environment.

TRIBUTE TO PAULA J. PETERSON 

HON. SAM FARR 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Paula J. Peterson, the Monterey District 
Park Superintendent for California Department 
of Parks and Recreation. She is retiring after 
more than 30 years of dedicated service with 
the State of California, and in recognition 
thereof, she is deserving of special public rec-
ognition and the highest commendations. 

Paula attended Chico State University 
where she received her Bachelor of Arts de-
gree in Recreation Administration in 1971, and 
a Master of Arts degree with distinction in 
Recreation Administration in 1977. She then 
embarked on her distinguished state service 
career with the California Department of Parks 
and Recreation in 1972 as the first full-time, 
female civil service State Park Ranger in the 
history of California at Big Basin State Park in 
the Santa Cruz Mountains. Based on her ex-
perience and performance, she continued to 
receive be promoted through ranks, ultimately 
attaining her current position. 

Paula Peterson has played a lead role in in-
terpreting and protecting the cultural and nat-
ural resources of California. Her outstanding 
leadership and organizational skills have 
touched the entire state park system. 

Paula was responsible for the first publica-
tion of the ‘‘Defensive Tactics for Instructors’’ 
handbook in 1980. She coordinated the first 
Hispanic Heritage Week observance in Mon-
terey in 1990. She received the 1996 Mon-
terey District Safety Award after leading and 
maintaining an excellent District safety pro-
gram. She was the recipient of the Depart-
ment’s 1999 Olmsted Award for Leadership 
and Vision based on her ability to motivate 
and inspire others to positive action; and her 
long-term commitment to park ideals and val-
ues. 

Paula blazed the trail for other woman in the 
peace officer ranks within the State Park Sys-
tem and has been a positive and strong role 
model. She is commended for her extraor-
dinary commitment and dedication and rep-
resents the highest ideals of the State Park 
professional. 

Mr. Speaker, in the course of their careers, 
few people are fortunate to be associated with 
an individual whose personal and professional 
accomplishments have been an inspiration to 
so many. Because of Paula Peterson, I can 
count myself among the fortunate.

f 

OUTSTANDING HIGH SCHOOL SEN-
IORS, FIRST CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT OF NEW MEXICO 

HON. HEATHER WILSON 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mrs. WILSON of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, 
the following high school students from the 
First Congressional District of New Mexico 
have been awarded the Congressional Certifi-
cate of Merit. These students have excelled 
during their academic careers and proven 
themselves to be exceptional students and 

leaders with their scholastic achievements, 
community services, and participation in 
school and civic activities. It is my pleasure to 
be able to recognize these outstanding stu-
dents for their accomplishments. Their par-
ents, their teachers, their classmates, the peo-
ple of New Mexico and I are proud of them.
CERTIFICATE OF MERIT AWARD WINNERS 2003

Katelynn Florentino, Freedom High 
School. 

Chelsea Knepper, Manzano High School. 
Victoria Soto, St Pius X High School. 
Jodieleigh Sierbert, Rio Grande High 

School. 
Travis Green, Sandia Prep High School. 
Darlene Lopez, Albuquerque Charter Voca-

tional School. 
William Winslow, Eldorado High School. 
Jonathan Berch, Estancia High School. 
Emily Frances Clauss, Albuquerque Acad-

emy. 
Jessika Cremer, La Cueva High School. 
Sharada Bean, Albuquerque High School. 
Laura Thompson, Southwest Secondary 

Learning Center. 
Julian Gomez, Los Lunas High School. 
Monica Maestas, Valley High School. 
Renee Giraudo, Cibola High School. 
Finola Perry, New Futures School. 
Taylor Kidwell, Hope Christian School. 
Natalie Irene Mora, West Mesa High 

School. 
Roseamond Stewart, Del Norte High 

School. 
Brittany Allcorn, Moriarty High School. 
Elisha Lovato, Bernalillo High School. 
Joseph McCarthy, Hope Connection High 

School. 
Ashley Ellison, Nuestros Valores Charter 

High School. 
Marcus Romero, Mountainair High School. 
Kaycee Kloeppel, Highland High School. 
Paul Tafoya, Sierra Alternative High 

School. 
Katherine Dahl, Cibola High School. 
Dominic Montoya, Albuquerque Evening 

High School. 
Catherine Sandoval, Menaul School. 
Milessa Muchmore, Sandia High School. 
Amber Marquez, Evangel Christian Acad-

emy.

f 

CONGRATULATIONS WESTERN 
KENTUCKY UNIVERSITY’S WIL-
LIAM E. BIVEN FORENSIC SOCI-
ETY 

HON. RON LEWIS 
OF KENTUCKY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate Western Kentucky Uni-
versity’s William Biven Forensic Society as its 
members celebrate their national and inter-
national championships. 

The students and coaches have had an ex-
tremely successful year, winning the Inter-
national Forensic Association Championship, 
the 2003 American Forensic Association Na-
tional Championship, the Delta Sigma Rho—
Tau Kappa Alpha National Championship and, 
most recently, the National Forensic Associa-
tion Individual Events Championship. West-
ern’s forensics’ program has a legacy of 
championships, and this year’s team has 
again debated its way to the top. 

This evening at Western, the students will 
present some of their award-winning perform-
ances. I hope they enjoy this opportunity to 
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relax and share their talents with the university 
and the Bowling Green community. They have 
certainly earned the chance to celebrate and 
showcase their work. 

Congratulations to the students and coach 
Judy Woodring of the Western Kentucky Uni-
versity forensics team. Their dedicated work 
and achievements has brought them and their 
university recognition and pride.

f 

A BILL TO ENSURE THAT THE IRS 
ACCURATELY ACCOUNT FOR 
FICA TAXES PAID BY EMPLOY-
ERS ON EMPLOYEE’S TIP IN-
COME 

HON. WALLY HERGER 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today with 
my colleague from Tennessee, Mr. TANNER, to 
introduce the Tip Tax Fairness Act, a bill to re-
quire the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) to 
accurately account for FICA taxes paid by em-
ployers on employee’s tip income. 

As we all know, many employees in the 
service sector of the business community earn 
a substantial portion of their income from tips. 
Recognizing this, Congress passed legislation 
years ago requiring employers and employees 
to pay FICA payroll taxes on tip income. This 
ensures that an employee’s total earnings are 
reflected in their Social Security wage history, 
which determines the employee’s Social Secu-
rity benefits upon retirement. 

In the IRS’s effort to collect the FICA taxes 
they believe is owed on unreported tips,. the 
agency has created an aggregate method for 
assessing employers which is inconsistent 
with congressional intent. Congress did not in-
tend FICA taxes to be paid on an aggregate 
basis, because earnings subject to FICA taxes 
are intended to be credited to an employee’s 
Social Security wage history. 

Under current law, employees are required 
to report all of their tips to their employer. The 
employer is required to send this information 
to the IRS, along with the employer and em-
ployee share of the FICA taxes owed. If the 
IRS believes the amount of tip income re-
ported is not accurate the agency will audit the 
employer, bill the employer using an aggre-
gate estimate, and collect the employer’s por-
tion of the FICA taxes. However, the agency 
does not credit the employee’s Social Security 
wage history. By not doing so, the agency is 
disregarding one of the reasons Congress re-
quired employers to pay FICA taxes on tips. 

Furthermore, this lack of accounting on the 
part of the IRS, and the use of aggregate esti-
mates, creates a dramatic shift in the burden 
of tax collection. Under this method, it is the 
employer who must determine if there was 
underreporting of income, not the IRS, and the 
employer who must disprove an inaccurate as-
sessment. Many service providers have ex-
pressed concerns that this shift in burden pits 
the employer against their own employees, ef-
fectively turning them into ‘‘tip police.’’ 

The bill Mr. TANNER and I are introducing 
today is a solution that we believe employees 
and employers can support. Simply stated, 

this legislation requires the IRS to ensure that 
assessments paid by employers, for FICA 
taxes owed on unreported tips, are credited to 
each affected employee’s Social Security 
wage history. As such, this measure requires 
the IRS to use FICA taxes as Congress in-
tended. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this worthy legislation.

f 

CHRIS KELLERMAN, A RECIPIENT 
OF THE BRONZE STAR 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor Chris Kellerman, a veteran 
of the Vietnam War who has been awarded 
the Bronze Star in recognition of his bravery 
and notorious achievement during ground op-
erations against hostile forces in the Republic 
of Vietnam. 

The Bronze Star Medal was established by 
Executive Order in 1944 and is awarded to 
any person who, while serving in any capacity 
with the Army of the United States, distin-
guishes himself or herself by heroic or meri-
torious achievement or service. 

Staff Sergeant Kellerman earned his medal 
by venturing into unknown territory and taking 
a risk that he did not have to take, possibly 
saving the lives of several of his fellow sol-
diers. 

A testament to his dedication to our Armed 
Forces and his drive to always succeed, Staff 
Sergeant Kellerman achieved his rank in the 
Army in record time, rising to his position of 
leadership in two years time. 

During his service in Vietnam from January 
1968 through March 1969, his heroism was 
undeniable, as his acts of bravery during bat-
tle earned him not only the respect of his com-
rades and military honors. 

Staff Sergeant Keller proved his dedication 
to his country and was honored only recently 
by the Defense Department with the medal he 
earned. I am proud to be able to honor him 
today on the floor of this body and am proud 
to call Staff Sergeant Kellerman a constituent 
and, Mr. Speaker, I ask you to join me in 
thanking him for his service to this country.

f 

CELEBRATING THE 380TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE AVEDIS 
ZILDJIAN CYMBAL COMPANY 

HON. WILLIAM. D. DELAHUNT 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. DELAHUNT. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
enormous pride that I rise today in tribute to 
the Zildjian family of Massachusetts, whom we 
join today in marking an anniversary of an 
American success story. The Zildjian cymbal 
sets a standard for excellence—with skill, per-
severance and devotion to family, employees 
and the community. 

They arrived on our shores with an idea and 
a dream, and worked hard and smart to fulfill 

it. Now musicians around the world—from 
symphony percussionists to R&B drummers—
swear by K/Z HiHats and Remixes and enrich 
the quality of our lives every day through the 
gift of music. On Friday of this week, May 9, 
a variety of friends and admirers will gather at 
the company offices in the town of Norwell, 
Massachusetts, to celebrate the 380th anni-
versary of the Avedis Zildjian Cymbal Com-
pany. 

Zildjian Cymbals is the oldest, continuously 
owned family business in the United States—
now in its 74th year of operation. However, 
the firm has a history going back almost four 
centuries. Zildjian was originally founded by 
Avedis I, an alchemist and subject of the Otto-
man Empire living in Constantinople in 1623. 
He created a process—still a Zildjian trade-
mark—to treat metal alloys to create cymbals 
of superior clarity and quality. As a result of 
his discovery, he was given the title ‘‘Zildjian’’ 
or Cymbalsmith by the Sultan. 

After three centuries of manufacturing cym-
bals in Constantinople, the family business re-
located to Quincy, Massachusetts, largely at 
the behest of Avedis Zildjian III, who had im-
migrated to the United States in 1909 and 
went into business for himself. When it came 
time for him to take over the family business 
in Turkey, Avedis pushed for America as the 
company’s home. Although the foundry’s es-
tablishment coincided with the beginning of 
the Great Depression, devotion of the family 
and from some of the great musicians of his 
day, helped Avedis persevere. Eventually, the 
company flourished. 

In 1972, Zildjian opened a new manufac-
turing facility in Norwell, Massachusetts where 
an untold number of cymbals have been cre-
ated by more than 100 dedicated employees 
and sold to musicians in every genre in doz-
ens of countries around the world. After hand-
ing over the reigns of the company in 1977 to 
his son, Armand, Avedis Zildjian passed away 
in 1979. Under Armand’s leadership, Zildjian 
continued its leadership in the production of 
high quality cymbals and opened a drumstick 
factory in Alabama. In 1995, Zildjian became 
the first Percussion Company to obtain the 
ISO 9001 Quality Certification, a standard rec-
ognized around the globe for facilities that 
meet and exceed rigorous quality standards.

In 1999, yet another milestone was reached, 
as Armand Zildjian appointed his daughter, 
Craigie, to be the Chief Executive Officer, the 
first woman to hold that distinction since the 
entity’s inception in 1623. With the passing of 
Armand Zildjian in 2002, Craigie Zildjian is 
poised to continue the Zildjian name brand 
and tradition of superior workmanship into the 
decades to come. 

On May 9, 2003, a host of well wishers will 
join the entire Zildjian community and gather 
at the company headquarters to commemo-
rate Zildjian’s contribution to our universal her-
itage, our region’s economy, the lives and live-
lihoods of its employees and the entrepre-
neurial spirit reflected in the evolution of this 
fine corporation. The festivities would doubt-
less have made Avedis Zildjian proud. And it 
is with equal pleasure that I enter this tribute 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD so that this 
milestone is officially recognized and recorded 
in the official history of the United States of 
America.
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LIBERTY HIGH SCHOOL IN 

ELDERSBURG, MD, RECOGNIZED 
AS A GRAMMY SIGNATURE 
SCHOOL FOR ITS OUTSTANDING 
MUSIC EDUCATION 

HON. ROSCOE G. BARTLETT 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
Liberty High School in Eldersburg, Maryland 
and its Instrumental Music Director Joseph 
Fischer has been recognized as one of only 
50 Grammy Signature Schools nationwide in 
2003 for its outstanding music education. 
Along with the recognition, the Grammy Foun-
dation awarded Liberty High School with 
$1,000 toward its music education program. 

The Grammy Foundation, a nonprofit arm of 
the Recording Academy, coordinates the 
Grammy Signature Schools recognition pro-
gram for outstanding music education by pub-
lic schools. Most of us are probably familiar 
with the Grammys awarded by the Recording 
Academy to outstanding recording artists. The 
Grammy Foundation is dedicated to engaging 
students of all ages through music and arts-
based education programs. For more informa-
tion about the Foundation and its programs, 
you can visit its website www.grammy.com. A 
list of all the winners is at www.grammy.com/
foundation/signaturellschools.html. 

Liberty High School was one of 20,000 pub-
lic high schools invited to submit detailed ap-
plications for the Grammy Signature Schools 
award. 

Finalists for the Grammy Signature School 
award were determined on the basis of a scor-
ing system applied and critiqued by a panel of 
top music educators and professionals. Final-
ists then had to submit additional documenta-
tion such as recordings of school concerts, 
sample concert programs and repertoire that 
were further reviewed by an independent 
screening committee. 

As my colleagues are well aware, I was a 
scientist before I was elected to the Congress. 
However, I was also a teacher. I taught on the 
college level for more than 20 years. I support 
and applaud music education because it 
teaches participants the important life skills of 
discipline and team work. Liberty High School 
would not even have been considered as a 
Grammy Signature School without the leader-
ship provided by its Instrumental Musical Di-
rector Joseph Fischer. It is the work of an ex-
cellent individual teacher, such as Mr. Fischer, 
that opens the door and inspires students to 
achieve success not just in their particular field 
of study, but in all future endeavors. I know 
that I am just echoing the gratitude of his stu-
dents, their parents, faculty and administrators 
at Liberty High School when I salute Joseph 
Fischer.

f 

ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN AND LAW 
ENFORCEMENT PROTECTION ACT 
OF 2003

HON. CAROLYN McCARTHY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, today I am introducing the ‘‘Assault Weap-

ons Ban and Law Enforcement Protection Act 
of 2003.’’ This legislation will renew and 
strengthen the current assault weapons ban 
set to expire this Congress. I am joined by 68 
of my colleagues in support of this legislation 
and overall goal of keeping illegal firearms out 
of the hands of criminals. 

In September 2004, the assault weapons 
ban, which is supported by virtually every Fed-
eral, State and local law enforcement agency, 
is set to expire. Since its introduction in 1994, 
the ban has increased public safety and pre-
vented dangerous weapons from falling into 
the hands of violent criminals, including gang 
members and terrorists. Unfortunately, even 
with its many successes, would-be criminals 
have demonstrated the ban’s limitations. 

A gun manufacturer’s ability to slightly mod-
ify an assault weapon, and the sale of ‘‘parts 
kits’’ which permit criminals to assemble un-
lawful assault weapons, is a massive loophole 
in the current law, allowing these weapons to 
flood the market and jeopardize the lives of 
law enforcement officers 

Additional steps must be taken to address 
these types of problems. This legislation be-
gins by improving upon the current definition 
of a semi-automatic assault weapon to include 
any semi-automatic weapon that accepts a de-
tachable ammunition magazine and pos-
sesses, a single, narrowly defined, assault 
weapon characteristic. Furthermore, it contains 
a provision that makes it more difficult for indi-
viduals to purchase or sell parts that make it 
possible to convert a lawful semi-automatic 
weapon into an unlawful assault weapon. 

During the 2000 election cycle, then-Gov-
ernor Bush made a campaign promise to sup-
port the extension of the ban, as did Attorney 
General Ashcroft during his 2001 Senate con-
firmation hearing. I am glad to hear of their 
support and look forward to working with them 
in the upcoming months. I can think of no le-
gitimate reason for civilians to have access to 
military-style weapons that are useless for rec-
reational activities and only serve the purpose 
of furthering unwanted criminal activity.

f 

IMPROVING EDUCATION RESULTS 
FOR CHILDREN WITH DISABIL-
ITIES ACT OF 2003

SPEECH OF 

HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, April 30, 2003

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 1350) to reauthor-
ize the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act, and for other purposes:

Mrs. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 1350, to reauthorize the Indi-
viduals With Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 
Although I have outstanding concerns about 
this bill that I will continue to work with my col-
leagues to resolve, this bill responds to the 
needs of special education teachers and the 
children they serve. It also authorizes much-
needed funding levels for our States and local 
school districts. 

H.R. 1350 will help schools identify special 
needs students at an earlier age and avoid 
misidentification of children. When a child is 
identified as having a disability at an early 

age, their parents and teachers are better able 
to address their needs and integrate them as 
much as possible into the regular educational 
curriculum. I have worked hard to secure fund-
ing for newborn hearing screening programs, 
which save schools millions of dollars in spe-
cial education costs by ensuring early detec-
tion and intervention of infants with hearing 
loss. Further efforts to increase early identi-
fication, as H.R. 1350 will accomplish, will 
surely save our schools millions more in spe-
cial education costs. 

H.R. 1350 puts us on the right track to pro-
vide funding that has been promised to our 
States and local school districts for 28 years. 
Many of us would have preferred that this bill 
provide mandatory IDEA funding increases, 
but by authorizing a plan to reach full funding 
of 40 percent of the excess cost of educating 
students with disabilities within seven years, 
H.R. 1350 is a step in the right direction. This 
bill will provide funding that our schools des-
perately need now. 

This reauthorization will also help us learn 
how to reduce excessive paperwork for teach-
ers. H.R. 1350 requires the General Account-
ing Office to conduct a study on Federal re-
quirements under the Individuals With Disabil-
ities Education Act that result in excessive pa-
perwork burdens for teachers. This study will 
help policymakers better understand how we 
can improve conditions for teachers. 

I will continue to work with all community 
leaders to improve the discipline and proce-
dural safeguards provisions in this bill. During 
my time in the Minnesota House of Represent-
atives, our State crafted a careful balance be-
tween the rights of children with disabilities 
and non-disabled students. This allows 
schools to maintain a safe learning environ-
ment for all children and at the same time, re-
solve discipline issues. I hope to offer Min-
nesota as a model to create Federal policies 
that best meet the needs of students and 
schools. 

The bill before us today, while not perfect, 
will make notable improvements to the Individ-
uals With Disabilities Education Act. In the 
coming weeks, I will work very hard with the 
disability community and my colleagues in the 
Senate to pass a final version of this reauthor-
ization that allows for the best educational op-
portunity for all children.

f 

GEORGIA CELEBRATES CHIEF 
WARRANT OFFICER RON YOUNG, 
JR. 

HON. PHIL GINGREY 
OF GEORGIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, the capture of 
Chief Warrant Officer Ron Young, Jr. by Iraqi 
forces terrified not only his family back in Lith-
ia Springs, Ga., but also all the Americans 
watching the news clips of the POWs. 

When our Nation goes to war, our soldiers 
answer the call to sacrifice with honor. In the 
War on Iraq, they proved once more that 
they’re the greatest fighting force the world 
has ever known. 

Yet, even with the best trained soldiers, 
even with the best equipment, real dangers 
confront our fighting men and women. 

Such was the case on March 24, when the 
helicopter of Chief Warrant Officer Young and 
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Chief Warrant Officer David Williams went 
down and they were captured by Iraqis. 

For several days, the families of the cap-
tives and the American public watched the ex-
cruciating television footage of our brave sol-
diers being interviewed by their captors. 

We could tell by the looks on their faces 
that they were unsure of their fates. In fact, as 
Ron Young recently said, death seemed to be 
an inevitability. 

But their families held out hope. Without 
new information, hope was all they had. 

Weeks passed with no news and hope 
turned to despair. 

And on Palm Sunday, our despair turned to 
jubilation, as advancing U.S. forces liberated 
the POWs. 

Many of us woke up that day to see the 
Young family celebrating Ron’s freedom. 

The Young family talked of their lasting 
faith, of their hope. They talked of their love 
for Ron and their excitement over his immi-
nent return. Mrs. Young, a day from her birth-
day, had her wish come true: She would, in-
deed, be reunited with her son. 

Their joy was our joy. When American sol-
diers face danger in the name of freedom, 
their compatriots rally behind them. We mourn 
their setbacks; we hail their victories. 

We celebrate the safe return of Ron Young 
Jr., an American patriot and hero, to his family 
in Georgia. 

On May 9, the people of Douglas County, 
Ga., will gather by the thousands to welcome 
home Chief Warrant Officer Young. 

And we also want to say thank you to Ron 
Young and the thousands of other soldiers 
who put their lives on the line to defend their 
country and its people. 

May God bless this country and its military.
f 

IN RECOGNITION OF HEADMASTER 
WILLIAM MECKLENBURG POLK 
OF GROTON SCHOOL 

HON. RODNEY P. FRELINGHUYSEN 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise today to honor William Meck-
lenburg Polk, Headmaster of the Groton 
School in Groton, Massachusetts for twenty 
five years of dedicated service as Head-
master. 

Like his illustrious predecessors John 
Crocker and Endicott Peabody, Bill Polk has 
left a remarkable legacy at the school and has 
touched the lives of thousands of young men 
and women who attended Groton over that 
span of time. 

In his own words, ‘‘everyone who has at-
tended Groton or entrusted their children to its 
care knows that Groton is a small, singular 
school. Today, in a society that seems in-
creasingly to prize celebrity over character and 
self over service, Groton puts character, intel-
lectual rigor, values, and service first.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, from his days as a Groton stu-
dent, Bill Polk has epitomized Groton School 
values in all his academic, athletic, religious 
and pedagogic pursuits. 

Appointed Headmaster in 1978, Bill Polk 
has made it his business, in his own words, to 
see that ‘‘Groton creates opportunities to cul-
tivate individually students’ minds and char-

acters (and) as a church school, it inevitably 
challenges students to discover their own 
moral and spiritual values. Groton’s insistence 
on the highest academic standards would mat-
ter little if its graduates, to borrow Walker Per-
cy’s line, ‘earned straight A’s in school but 
flunked life.’ ’’ 

Mr. Speaker, and colleagues, please join 
me in saluting Headmaster Polk’s stewardship 
and that of LuAnn Polk, his better half, for all 
of their years of service and love of the young, 
education and life.

f 

SUICIDE PREVENTION WEEK 

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, nearly all of our 
lives have been touched by suicide at some 
point, be it a family member, neighbor or 
friend. It represents the darkest moment in a 
life, and inevitably touches many other lives 
with sadness and curiosity. 

Suicide is a mental health issue that 
crosses racial boundaries and deeply affects 
every community in the United States. The 
Hispanic community is no exception. As in 
most communities, Hispanics find suicide a 
difficult topic to broach. The stigma still at-
tached to mental health issues makes asking 
for help difficult; but the most overwhelming 
problem for most Hispanics is access to care 
that will benefit them. 

In 2000, 18% of Hispanic females aged 12–
17 were considered at risk for suicide, com-
pared to 16% of white females and 8% of His-
panic males. Only 32 percent of Hispanic fe-
male youths at risk for suicide receive mental 
health treatment, according to the 2000 Na-
tional Household Survey on Drug Abuse. 

In 1997, the Attorney General reported a 
national survey of high school students 
showed that Hispanic adolescents reported 
more suicide attempts proportionally than both 
whites and blacks. 

Among Hispanic Americans with a mental 
disorder, fewer than 1 in 11 contact mental 
health specialists, while fewer than 1 in 5 con-
tact general health care providers. The figure 
is even worse among Hispanic immigrants 
with mental disorders where fewer than 1 in 
20 use services from mental health specialists, 
while fewer than 1 in 10 use services from 
general health care providers. 

Many times access to mental health serv-
ices can be difficult for individuals in Hispanic 
communities, due to language barriers, which 
keep them from accessing the critical assist-
ance they need to cope with their illness. 

Mr. Speaker, suicide is a serious problem 
among Hispanics, and other Americans. I want 
to thank Congresswoman Napolitano and 
Congressman Murphy for organizing the Men-
tal Health Caucus to bring members together 
to shine light on the dark topic of suicide. I 
also thank the gentlewoman from Brownsville, 
Texas for organizing this special order to draw 
attention to this important subject.

RECOGNIZING THE CONTRIBU-
TIONS OF JUDGE JAMES 
BUCHELE 

HON. DENNIS MOORE 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to recog-
nize the contributions made by James Buchele 
of Topeka, Kansas, to his city, county, state 
and nation, over a lengthy and distinguished 
public career that spans the thirty-five years I 
have known him. 

Jim Buchele stepped down from the Kansas 
District Court bench in Shawnee County after 
eighteen years of service in 1999. Prior to his 
appointment, he served as United States At-
torney for Kansas. His legal career began in 
1966 with private practice in Topeka, after 
graduation from Washburn University School 
of Law and Kansas State University. He also 
served as City Attorney for Topeka and as 
chief of staff for Representative Martha Keys 
of Kansas’ Second Congressional District. He 
served four terms as a state representative in 
the Kansas Legislature. 

As an attorney and as a judge, Jim Buchele 
was involved in a wide range of state and fed-
eral litigation. After stepping down from the 
bench, Jim continued to serve as a profes-
sional mediator and arbitrator, as well as tak-
ing special assignments from the Kansas Su-
preme Court and serving as a member of the 
Kansas Children’s Cabinet, which made rec-
ommendations regarding the management of 
the funds Kansas receives from the tobacco 
litigation settlement in order to finance pro-
grams and services for children. 

Mr. Speaker, Roscoe Pound once said that 
‘‘Law is experience developed by reason and 
applied continually to further experience.’’ This 
sentence sums up Jim’s lifetime of service in 
the law. During his time on the bench, for ex-
ample, he specialized in handling domestic re-
lations cases, including issues such as di-
vorce, property division, child custody and 
other related matters. Shortly before he 
stepped down from the bench, the Topeka 
Capital-Journal published an article reviewing 
the special interest and attention that Judge 
Buchele brought to the family law docket in 
Shawnee County. I include the article in the 
RECORD and commend it to you and to my 
colleagues as evidence of a career in the law 
that brought tremendous benefits to Jim 
Buchele’s community over a lengthy and suc-
cessful career. As Owen Fiss wrote in the 
Harvard Law Review, ‘‘The function of the 
judge—a statement of social purpose and a 
definition of role—is not to resolve disputes, 
but to give the proper meaning to our public 
values.’’ 

Please join me in saluting Jim Buchele as 
he moves into full time retirement, where I’m 
sure he will continue to serve his community 
and nation at every possible opportunity.

JUDGE FOUND REWARDS IN FAMILY LAW 
(By Steve Fry) 

Shawnee County District Judge James 
Buchele measures his impact as a family law 
judge, in part, by a handful of cards and let-
ters he has received from people who passed 
through his courtroom during divorces and 
subsequent disputes. 

‘‘Thanks a bunch. I really appreciate all 
that you have done,’’ wrote a little girl, who 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 05:50 May 10, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A08MY8.057 E09PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE908 May 9, 2003
told Buchele she was making A’s and B’s in 
school. 

Another is a letter from a mother, whose 
children would be able to start college using 
the backlogged child support Buchele had re-
covered for the family. 

Yet another is a letter from a mother, who 
hadn’t been paid child support for two or 
three years before Buchele got it started 
again. 

‘‘This year I will be able to put the boys in 
Scouts,’’’ the woman wrote. 

‘‘I was really touched by that letter,’’ 
Buchele said. ‘‘I never realized that that cost 
was out of reach for some people sometimes 
because the laws aren’t being enforced. 

‘‘It makes you appreciate the impact you 
can have by taking on an area that most 
judges and lawyers don’t like to mess with,’’ 
he said, referring to family law. 

There is a saying that in family law, espe-
cially divorces, you see good people at their 
worst, and in criminal law, you see bad peo-
ple at their best as a defendant shows his 
most positive image to influence jurors. 

In the past, a district judge quickly could 
tire of trying divorces, deciding child cus-
tody questions between contentious parents 
and refereeing bitter domestic battles. 

‘‘That is the traditional take on what fam-
ily law is all about,’’ Buchele said. ‘‘That’s 
not the way it is in Shawnee County any 
more.’’ 

Formulation of the ‘‘Shawnee County 
Family Law Guidelines,’’ mandatory attend-
ance at a workshop for divorcing parents, 
the supervised exchange of children, the de-
velopment of family law into a speciality in 
which about a dozen attorneys handle about 
80 percent of the cases and reducing the 
number of family law judges from nine to 
two has helped quiet the local domestic bat-
tles, Buchele said. 

In an area of law that normally is assigned 
to a judge for a couple of years or so, 
Buchele has handled family law in Shawnee 
County for five years. 

‘‘I would rather see good people who are 
struggling, especially when there are chil-
dren involved, and help them than sen-
tencing drug offenders when you wonder how 
much good you’re doing,’’ Buchele said. 

Buchele said that in family law, there is a 
real possibility to help someone, sometimes 
if only to end a marriage that has gone bad. 

After 181⁄2 years, Buchele’s stint on the 
Shawnee County District bench ends when 
he retires Thursday. 

The most harmful thing for a child whose 
parents are divorcing is to witness the on-
going conflict between mother and father, 
Buchele said, noting children whose parents 
stay in conflict ‘‘are the ones who have prob-
lems.’’ 

‘‘I put the kids’ interest first,’’ Buchele 
said, acknowledging sometimes his decisions 
weren’t popular with the parents because 
things weren’t ‘‘equal.’’ But if being equal 
means perpetuating the conflict between 
parents, equal isn’t in the best interests of 
the child, Buchele said.

Buchele handled many criminal trials, the 
most memorable being the cases of Bobby 
Jackson, killer of three men in April 1994 at 
a south Topeka strip bar, and Kenneth 
‘‘Kenny’’ Cook, who in September 1992 
robbed a man of his drugs, shot him to death 
with a black powder pistol, mutilated the 
victim’s body to block his identification and 
sank his body in a river. 

Buchele, who sentenced Jackson, learned 
of Jackson’s March 18, 1995, escape from the 
Shawnee County Jail while reading a news-
paper in a Miami airport. Buchele, who had 
sentenced Jackson to 72 years in prison for 
convictions of two counts of first-degree 
murder, one count of voluntary man-
slaughter and other charges, was shocked. 

‘‘I wondered if he was looking for me,’’ said 
Buchele, who was a little afraid. ‘‘It was a 
lightning bolt.’’ 

Jackson was recaptured on March 22, 1995. 
Buchele has a reputation for enforcing the 

rules in the courtroom, including literally 
keeping attorneys on their toes. A sitting at-
torney who spoke to Buchele would quietly 
be instructed to stand when speaking to a 
judge. A spectator entering the courtroom 
with a cup of coffee in his hand would quick-
ly be shown the door. 

Both are the examples of decorum in the 
court, and Buchele’s model for courtroom 
conduct was Judge Earl O’Connor, former 
chief federal judge for the district of Kansas. 

After hanging up his judicial robes, 
Buchele will handle special assignments 
throughout Kansas as a senior judge, sit on 
the Kansas Court of Appeals to help ease a 
backlog of cases and work full-time as a me-
diator and arbitrator in business and family 
disputes. 

‘‘I think there will be a high demand,’’ 
Buchele said. Dispute resolution is even find-
ing its way into criminal cases to resolve 
charges before the case goes to trial. Buchele 
is undecided how he feels about that. ‘‘It’s 
certainly a revolutionary approach,’’ 
Buchele said. 

Buchele has also become a co-author with 
the recent publication of ‘‘Kansas Law and 
Practice: Kansas Family Law.’’ Co-author of 
the legal work is Linda D. Elrod, a Washburn 
University law professor.

f 

COLUMBIA, TENNESSEE NATIVE 
WINS NATIONAL TITLE 

HON. LINCOLN DAVIS 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor of Charles Morrison, Jr. of Columbia, 
Tennessee. The former Columbia Central High 
graduate recently took top honors among a 
field of 142 shooters at the 35th Annual ACUI 
Intercollegiate Clay Target Championships. 
Mr. Morrison is a freshman at Lindenwood 
University in St. Charles, Missouri where he is 
majoring in business. 

The event, sponsored by the National 
Shooting Sports Foundation, consisted of 
teams from 22 colleges around the nation. 
The competition was held at the National 
Shooting Complex in San Antonio, Texas. 

Morrison and his teammates finished with 5 
shooters in the top 10, took the top four spots 
in the women’s competition and captured first, 
second and third in team competition. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in wishing 
Mr. Morrison all the best in the future. With 
focus, determination, and skill aiding you the 
sky is the limit.

f 

ADDRESS BEFORE THE STUDENT 
GLOBAL AIDS CAMPAIGN, 
MIDDLEBURY COLLEGE, VT 

HON. BERNARD SANDERS 
OF VERMONT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I wanted to 
share with you some excerpts from remarks I 
gave at Middlebury College on May 2, 2003 
regarding the international AIDS crisis:

Hello and thank you for inviting me to ad-
dress this very important gathering. While I 
am most certainly not a great expert on this 
issue, I am appreciative that I have this op-
portunity to exchange a few thoughts with 
you. 

The HIV virus respects no boundaries. In 
every corner of the world, it strikes young 
and old alike. Especially tragic, those in-
fected include staggering numbers of chil-
dren. Here are some numbers which should 
sober us all: 

Last year, over three million people died of 
AIDS. 

That represents nearly 8,500 persons dying 
each day from AIDS. 

Last year alone, five million previously 
healthy people were infected with HIV. 

Today, there are over 42 million people liv-
ing with HIV/AIDS across the world. 

No part of the world knows the devastation 
of HIV/AIDS more than Sub-Saharan Africa. 
Of the 42 million people living with the dis-
ease worldwide, over two-thirds—29 million 
people—are in this poverty-stricken region. 
8.8 percent of the adult population in sub-Sa-
hara Africa is infected with HIV/AIDS. And 
that number is growing: Seventy percent of 
the estimated 5 million new infections glob-
ally last year were in Sub-Saharan Africa. 
Unbelievably, in Swaziland, 38.6 percent of 
adults are infected. 

Although the increase of AIDS/HIV infec-
tions has flattened in our own country, it 
still remains a crisis here. In North America 
overall, over one half of one percent of adults 
15 to 49 years of age are infected, including 
an infection rate in the Caribbean of nearly 
two and a half percent. 

How did the AIDS crisis get so dire? Part 
of the answer has to do with a failure in the 
American political system, a failure that 
was often mirrored in other political systems 
around the world. 

The HIV virus was first identified in the 
United States over 20 years ago. Public pol-
icy is supposed to identify problems in soci-
ety and come up with ways to make things 
right. But owing to a great failure on the 
part of many of our political and religious 
leaders at the time, the disease was not con-
sidered a matter of concern: On the contrary, 
it was met with ignorance, fear and, often, 
complete indifference. Tragically, many pub-
lic figures used the appearance of AIDS as an 
opportunity to make political gains among 
right-wing voters by espousing the hateful 
and destructive rhetoric of homophobia. 
Some prominent religious conservatives 
framed the epidemic as a divinely-ordained 
blight upon gay men, while some 
reactionaries in Congress went so far as to 
consider bills proposing to quarantine gay 
men.

During these critical years, at the dawn of 
this pandemic, President Ronald Reagan re-
mained silent. Although his supporters liked 
to call him ‘‘The Great Communicator,’’ it 
took President Reagan seven years to pub-
licly acknowledge the existence of the dis-
ease. AIDS, which in 1981—the first year of 
Reagan’s term in office—had been diagnosed 
in roughly 335 people and took the lives of 
158, exploded exponentially while he and his 
administration maintained a regime of si-
lence in the face of the growing pandemic. 
Six years later, in 1987, when President 
Reagan finally uttered the word ‘‘AIDS’’ in 
public, over 71,000 people had been diagnosed 
in the United States and over 41,000 of them 
had died. In those shameful years of silence, 
the number of HIV/AIDS diagnoses had 
jumped 21,000 percent; the number of AIDS 
deaths had jumped 25,900 percent. 

The failure of U.S. leadership, as well as 
political leadership around the world, at the 
outset of this crisis was blatant and unfor-
givable. Ignorance and denial and a stark 
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homophobia squandered our best chance to 
face up to the threat, and control its dev-
astating effects on our nation. My point here 
is not to be ‘‘political’’ or to make gratu-
itous criticism. It is to make the point that 
prejudice and silence are not the way to face 
up to huge threats to civil society. This is 
true whether the situation is SARS in China, 
or AIDS in South Africa, or arsenic-laced 
water in Bangladesh, or women’s illnesses in 
a male-dominated medical culture. It is the 
responsibility of political leadership to cou-
rageously address problems even when they 
are politically uncomfortable. 

Today, while we are not entirely free of the 
irresponsible and destructive rhetoric of two 
decades ago, while some still proclaim that 
AIDS is God’s punishment for homosex-
uality, the AIDS landscape is considerably 
better. The government estimates that 40,000 
Americans are infected with HIV each year, 
a figure that has remained roughly stable for 
over a decade. This figure was nearly offset 
each year by AIDS deaths, so the total num-
ber of Americans carrying the virus stayed 
level for a number of years. Today, however, 
with new drug treatments which stave off 
the effects of AIDS, deaths have plunged 
from around 40,000 annually to about 15,000. 
As a result, new infections are outstripping 
deaths. Although the United States does not 
keep national records on who has HIV and 
AIDS, the Center for Disease Control esti-
mates that almost a million people—900,000—
are infected with the AIDS virus. One quar-
ter of them do not know they are infected; 
another quarter are receiving no care or 
treatment for their infection. 

There is some good news on the horizon, 
even if the world-wide view is bleak. Yester-
day, I voted for the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Ma-
laria Act of 2003—which won in the House by 
an overwhelming vote. This bill will author-
ize $15 billion over the next five years to 
fight these terrible diseases in Africa and the 
Caribbean—the regions struck most severely 
by this scourge—through treatment and pre-
vention on an unprecedented scale. This is 
certainly a very large step in the right direc-
tion. Although I do not often find myself in 
agreement with President Bush, I am heart-
ened that he supports this initiative. The 
outcome of this legislation is that, with the 
participation of other wealthy nations, it is 
estimated that 2 million HIV-positive Afri-
cans will be provided some sort of treatment, 
and 7 million needless new HIV infections 
will be prevented. 

However, a word of caution about this leg-
islation which has not yet passed the Senate! 
While the House bill authorizes $3 billion a 
year for five years, an authorization is not 
an appropriation. It’s not real money. Right 
now, despite the President’s very public sup-
port of the legislation, the President asked 
for only $1.7 billion for global AIDS in his 
2004 budget proposal and, according to The 
New York Times today, appropriators say 
that it will not be easy to find the rest of the 
money. What this means is that the pressure 
must stay on Congress and the President to 
actually allocate these funds at the level so 
publicly trumpeted and called a ‘‘moral Im-
perative’’ by President Bush this week. 

Yet, despite this legislation, we continue 
to have a failure in leadership from the 
White House and the Congress. While the 
new legislation passed this week is certainly 
an important step in the right direction, 
most of the forty million people infected 
with HIV/AIDS, and the millions more who 
are being infected each year, live under a 
virtual death sentence. 

This need not be the case. Government-
sponsored research, in this country and 
abroad, has made giant steps forward. Bio-
chemists and physicians have developed ef-

fective antiretroviral medicines that enable 
people to live with HIV and avoid the onset 
of full-blown AIDS. They provide a reason-
able quality of life to those who would other-
wise face nothing but suffering and death. 
Yet many of these medicines are priced so 
high that, while Magic Johnson and those 
with Cadillac health care plans may be able 
to afford them, most of the afflicted cannot 
afford the medicines which would promise 
them life, instead of death. 

And now, let me touch upon a key element 
of the whole AIDS discussion—an element 
that deals with fundamental questions of 
morality, justice, economics, and politics: 
and that is the role of the pharmaceutical in-
dustry in the AIDS crisis. As I mentioned a 
moment ago, because of efforts of the federal 
government and the pharmaceutical indus-
try, major breakthroughs have taken place 
which are saving countless lives. And we ap-
plaud those scientists and researchers, both 
in the public and private sector, who have 
done so much to advance the treatment of 
those with AIDS. But the question here is 
not just the issue of research, but who bene-
fits from that research? And in that regard, 
I must tell you that I have some very, very 
deep concerns about the behavior of the 
pharmaceutical industry—the most profit-
able industry in the United States. 

The profits of the drug companies come, in 
large part, from making drugs available to 
those who can afford to pay high prices for 
them. Drug prices are set to maximize prof-
its, not to make needed medicines available 
to the widest number of people. (And in that 
regard I should point out that the United 
States is the only industrialized country not 
to regulate the prices of prescription drugs). 
This is true for most pharmaceuticals: it is 
especially true for AIDS medications. De-
spite the gravity of the AIDS crisis and the 
horrendous pain and suffering of those dying 
from AIDS, the drug companies in most 
cases have continued to put their desire for 
large profits above the pain of millions of 
people who suffer unspeakably around the 
globe. I wish I could tell you otherwise, but 
I fear that high profits and high CEO salaries 
are often more important to these companies 
than saving lives. 

Let me use one example to illustrate this. 
Last month drug giant GlaxoSmithKline an-
nounced that it would reduce the price of its 
drug Combivir in the developing world from 
$1.70 per day to $0.90 per day. The same treat-
ment costs $18 per day in the United States. 
Some might say that this is evidence of 
Glaxo’s commitment to serve people over 
profits and, clearly, Glaxo’s recent an-
nouncement will provide some real relief to 
those struggling to treat their infection. 
Yet, while this recent announcement surely 
makes for good public relations for Glaxo, 
which had net profits before taxes of $9.7 bil-
lion in 2002, we must ask ourselves some 
hard questions: Why have they done this? Is 
it enough? Will it help? 

Why have they lowered the price of 
Combivir in the developing world? Well, two 
years ago pharmaceutical companies in the 
developing world figured out how to make a 
generic equivalent of Combivir at a much 
lower price. Today, for instance, India’s 
Ranbaxy Laboratories offers the same treat-
ment at 73 cents a day, in a tablet approved 
by the World Health Organization. So, in an 
important sense, Glaxo is not cutting prices 
as much as meeting competition. Although 
Glaxo has stated in the past that it would 
not sell AIDS drugs at a profit in the devel-
oping world and that its recent price cuts 
were made possible by continuing improve-
ments in manufacturing processes and 
economies of scale, it only dropped its prices 
after manufacturers in India figured out how 
to produce the same drug at a lower price. 

And Glaxo’s price is still more than the com-
petition. 

To understand the logic of the pharma-
ceutical companies from this example, you 
have to consider a second point that Glaxo, 
conveniently, did not include in their an-
nouncement of the price reduction of 
Combivir. Combivir is but one of a number of 
effective anti-retroviral medicines: many of 
them have their most significant impact 
when they are taken in combination with 
other medicines, i.e., cocktails. 

It turns out that Combivir is most effec-
tive when taken in combination with a pro-
tease inhibitor called Agenerase. 
Agenerase—also produced by Glaxo—is still 
priced at $8 per day, or nearly $3,000 per year, 
making it completely unaffordable to many 
poorer patients. In Africa, for instance, most 
people earn less than $500 per year. So what 
Glaxo offers with one hand, it undercuts with 
the other. It is still not providing the nec-
essary anti-AIDS cocktails that people in 
the developing world need if they are to sur-
vive. While there is some indication that 
Glaxo may reduce the price for this drug, it 
makes no sense for this drug to remain at an 
unaffordable price for those who need treat-
ment. To put this in context, we should re-
member that in Swaziland, where the infec-
tion rate is 38.6 percent, the per capita in-
come is $140 per year. 

The issue that we’re discussing now is a 
profound moral issue. Should people die from 
a disease that can be treated because they 
cannot afford the medicine that will save 
their lives? Should large drug companies 
make billions in profit each year, and pay 
their CEOs exorbitant pay, while they charge 
outrageously high prices for their products? 

It is my belief that health care is a right, 
not a privilege. That is why I believe that 
the United States should join the rest of the 
industrialized world and develop a national 
health care program guaranteeing health 
care to all people, regardless of income. 

The same logic means that, as part of the 
world community, we must demand nothing 
less than full access to all available means of 
saving the lives of those afflicted with AIDS. 
The predominant right here is not the right 
of drug companies to make obscene profits 
because an uncontrolled marketplace may 
allow that. The right we must uphold is the 
right of every human being, if imperiled, to 
access the medicines which can save his or 
her life. With over 40 million persons suf-
fering from HIV/AIDS across the world, with 
5 million new infections annually, with over 
600,000 children under the age of 15 dying of 
AIDS last year, that is a right we must insist 
upon and fight for. 

We have the technology to save these 
AIDS-threatened lives now. In this day of 
unprecedented global distribution networks, 
with a real commitment from the United 
States and other wealthy nations to begin 
funding this epic battle, the pharmaceutical 
companies must stop putting profit before 
people. And if they will not do it on their 
own, then the government of the United 
States must insist they do so. Pharma-
ceutical companies get all sorts of govern-
ment support: tax breaks, government-fund-
ed research, patent protection, etc. In re-
turn, they must be required to provide medi-
cines, at cost if need be, to combat the AIDS 
pandemic. 

Any serious, comprehensive approach to 
fighting AIDS in the developing world must 
[also] include an unprecedented debt-forgive-
ness program. We must call on the World 
Bank and the IMF to write off the debts of 
the impoverished nations, not only in Africa, 
but in the Caribbean, in Central America, in 
South America, in Asia. As a requirement 
for writing off these debts, we can insist that 
the countries involved commit adequate re-
sources to AIDs education and the fight 
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against AIDS, as well as to building a soci-
ety where fighting disease and want and mal-
nutrition and lack of education is para-
mount. 

Obviously, there is a lot of work to do. 
Every student in this auditorium has an op-
portunity to do something. The range of 
roles you can play is very broad—whether 
working directly in the delivery of 
healthcare services or prevention programs 
through relief organizations or public health 
programs; working in international develop-
ment or finance for sane policies that actu-
ally benefit struggling communities and de-
veloping nations rather than policies that 
simply serve to further line the pockets of 
already-rich multinational corporations; or 
working in politics or public policy here in 
the United States for approaches that recog-
nize the immeasurable global impact of 
every foreign policy and aid decision made in 
the U.S. Congress. 

In whatever role you end up playing, it will 
be paramount to remember this: Even during 
our present economic slump—and especially 
when the world economy is so-called ‘‘roar-
ing’’—the biggest decisions made here and 
globally are about the allocation of re-
sources. We have the resources to wage a 
successful war in the prevention of HIV/
AIDS. We have medicines available today 
that can substantially alleviate the vast 
human suffering over 42 million persons are 
enduring right now, this minute. One of the 
great tests of our day—the battle against 
HIV/AIDS—will ultimately be measured by 
the yardstick of how we allocated our re-
sources. 

Our nation must insist that the pharma-
ceutical industry provide life-saving drugs to 
suffering millions, rather than providing 
tens of millions of dollars in salaries, stock 
option and retirement bonuses to its CEOs. 

Let me conclude with a very hard, and 
very important truth. The United States, 
and its government, will not address the 
major problems which face us unless you de-
mand we do so.

f 

HONORING THE 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF ST. CLAIR COUNTY 
SHERIFF MEARL JUSTUS 

HON. JERRY F. COSTELLO 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

Mr. COSTELLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
ask my colleagues to join me in recognizing 
the 50th Anniversary of St. Clair County, Illi-
nois Sheriff Mearl Justus’ law enforcement ca-
reer. 

When Mearl Justus began as a part-time 
Cahokia police officer in 1953, he didn’t even 
have a radio in his car. Now, exactly 50 years 
later, he’s in charge of the St. Clair County 
Sheriff’s department and every car has a com-
puter in the dash. A lot of changes have come 
and gone in these past 50 years. 

At first, Justus didn’t even plan to become 
a police officer. Mearl says he was raised poor 
by his grandparents. Cahokia Mayor Bill 
Miskell back in 1953 told Justus he would 
make a good cop. The next thing he knew, he 
got a gun and a badge. At the time he was a 
twenty-one year old high school dropout. 
Since Cahokia did not have a high school, he 
attended school in nearby Dupo, but never fin-
ished. However, it didn’t take long for Justus 
to learn about being a cop. So began a career 
in law enforcement that would span half a 

century, touch the lives of thousands of people 
and bring a new approach to law enforcement 
in our area. 

Mearl soon returned to school, realizing that 
if he wanted to continue working as a cop, he 
needed an education in law enforcement. He 
soon received his GED and began looking for 
training opportunities. In 1959, he took a class 
at Southern Illinois University at Carbondale. It 
was a weeklong course, so Justus took a 
week long vacation and took the class. In 
1976, he received his Associates Degree from 
Southwestern Illinois Community College 
(SWIC) and in 1978 he received his BS in the 
Administration of Criminal Justice from West-
ern Illinois University. In 1983, Justus received 
a second Associates Degree from SWIC in 
Security Administration. He now possesses a 
master’s degree in the Administration of Jus-
tice from the Metropolitan Collegiate Institute 
in London. Today, Mearl continues his edu-
cation by teaching a law enforcement course 
at SWIC and has established a scholarship 
program to help other students with GED’s to 
continue their education. 

In his police career, Justus was appointed 
Police Chief in Cahokia in 1962 after serving 
on the force for a decade. According to Mearl, 
Cahokia had changed a lot since 1953. 
Cahokia grew from a small rural community, 
where the cops didn’t even have two-way ra-
dios. If you needed a cop, Mearl says, you 
walked around until you found one. Cahokia, 
like other growing towns, became a place 
where crime grew as the population grew. He 
started seeing more burglaries, thefts and 
armed robberies. It wasn’t until 1972 that he 
investigated his first murder, a case that 
haunts him today.

During that summer in 1972, 14–year old 
Robbie Watson turned up missing. Eight 
weeks later his body was found east of Dupo, 
Illinois. Mearl conducted an investigation with 
very few leads. Just one-year ago however, 
Justus received a letter from an inmate serv-
ing time in prison in another state on an unre-
lated crime who confessed to that murder. 
Justus still thinks everyday of this crime, which 
has yet to be closed. 

In 1982, Justus decided to pursue a political 
career—something he said he always wanted. 
He was elected St. Clair County Sheriff in 
1982 and was re-elected for four more terms. 
After that first election, Justus and his wife, 
Audrey, moved out of their Cahokia home and 
into an apartment above the jail. Audrey 
Justus has said living above the jail took some 
getting used to, though it is probably the most 
secure living quarters in the county. All the 
windows are locked and all the doors are se-
curity doors. Both Mearl and Audrey have 
lived there for 20 years. 

Mearl enjoys being a politician, his wife has 
said, but not as much as being a cop. Mearl 
never stops campaigning. He treats everyday 
as if the election is tomorrow, Audrey has 
said. Of all his accomplishments, Mearl has 
been his happiest when he is helping the poor 
and the elderly. Mearl enjoys being account-
able to the voters, instead of other politicians. 

Mearl certainly believes in doing his job cre-
atively. He is well known for his outspoken at-
titude about traditional police policy. In 1988, 
the Sheriff held a benefit for the Women’s Cri-
sis Center by holding a Slumber in the 
Slammer, where people paid $100 to spend 
the night in the new jail addition. 

In 1990, he sent out more than 1,000 no-
tices to fugitives in the county, telling them 

they had won free sneakers. When they 
turned up to claim their prizes, they got a trip 
to jail. 

In 1992, Justus swapped 500 guns con-
fiscated by his department for bulletproof vests 
for his deputies. He has sold ads on patrol 
cars to raise money. He pushes youth pro-
grams, educating kids about the perils of 
drugs and about the rewards of careers in law 
enforcement. His humble beginnings also 
taught Justus compassion. In 1988, he ar-
ranged a cataract surgery for a woman who 
had lost $6,000 in savings, including the 
$1,400 needed for the surgery, during a rob-
bery. He also established a nutrition ministry 
at Cahokia Park United Methodist Church 35 
years ago. Mearl also features a crack house 
of the month to spotlight crime areas through-
out the County. 

Justus rarely carries a gun, although he 
usually has one within reach. Justus has said 
he doesn’t even like guns. He tells the stu-
dents at the class he teaches at SWIC that 
too much emphasis is put on guns. He says 
more crimes are solved with a pen than with 
a gun. Good law enforcement is not always 
about guns. 

Justus has a unique collection in his office. 
He has quite a collection of pigs; wooden pigs, 
plastic pigs, stuffed pigs, even pictures of pigs. 
The pig became Justus’s mascot in the 60’s 
when students across the nation were pro-
testing the war in Vietnam. Justus says Pig 
stands for Pride, Integrity and Justice.

In his last campaign, rumors were running 
rampant that he was ready to retire. Mearl 
says there is no truth to that. He intends to 
complete the job he started some 50 years 
ago. But besides being Sheriff of St. Clair 
County and keeping up with all the Boards 
and Commissions on which he serves, Mearl 
still finds time to fish. 

I have known Mearl for much of his career 
in law enforcement. I have always said he is 
the second best Sheriff in St. Clair County. My 
father Dan being the first, who served from 
1966–1970. This year, as he has every year 
as Sheriff, Mearl assists the inmates of the jail 
to tend their own vegetable garden. The vege-
tables grown there feed the inmates and 
what’s left is distributed to local nursing 
homes. 

Mearl Justice is a unique individual. He 
never forgot where he came from and what it 
means to struggle in life and to work hard. He 
instills this attribute everyday, to everyone he 
meets and works with. Mearl says it best 
when he says that ‘‘there isn’t anything he 
would do different. I am satisfied with my life.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in honoring Sheriff Mearl Justus on the occa-
sion of his 50th Anniversary in the field of law 
enforcement and wish him many more years 
of service to the people of St. Clair County.

f 

CONGRATULATING UNITED 
STATES CAPITOL POLICE ON 
175TH ANNIVERSARY 

SPEECH OF 

HON. JOHN B. LARSON 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, April 29, 2003

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I 
am an original co-sponsor of H. Con. Res. 
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156, honoring the men and women of the U.S. 
Capitol Police as they celebrate the 175th an-
niversary of the police force. 

Congress established the Capitol Police dur-
ing the administration of John Quincy Adams. 
Ponder how different the world was then, 
when the U.S. Congress was a young and 
largely untested deliberative body located in a 
relatively isolated town that was as much wil-
derness as it was settled territory. 

In the last 175 years, the world has 
changed immeasurably, and so has the work 
of the Capitol Police. 

Today the U.S. Capitol—which is simulta-
neously a national shrine, tourist attraction, 
and working office building—imposes extraor-
dinary security requirements. 

For example, more than three million tour-
ists visited the Capitol complex in 2000. At the 
same time, the Capitol hosted more than 
1,200 American and foreign dignitaries and 
1,000 special events, and was the site of 
nearly 500 scheduled demonstrations. In addi-
tion to lawmakers and their staffs, a sizable 
number of journalists, concerned citizens, lob-
byists, and service personnel also work within 
the Capitol complex. 

To address these security requirements 
while keeping Congress as open and acces-
sible as the Framers of the Constitution in-
tended, the mission of the Capitol Police has 
expanded to provide the Congressional com-
munity and visitors with the highest possible 
quality of a full range of police services. These 
services are provided through the use of a va-
riety of specialty support units and a network 
of foot patrols, vehicular patrols, and fixed 
posts. 

In modern times, the Capitol Police have 
also had to cope with emergencies, bombings 
and shootings, including the tragic 1998 mur-
ders of Officer J.J. Chestnut and Detective 
John Gibson, that remain so painfully fresh in 
our memories. 

After that tragic event, Congress properly 
heightened Capitol security, adopting a pos-
ture that requires considerable additional man-
power. Recent events in the Middle East and 
elsewhere have obviously underscored the 
need for more officers and greater security. 
Fortunately, additional resources have been 
provided. 

Congress has appropriated money to fund 
all the additional officers the Capitol Police 
can hire and train. Supplemental funds have 
also been provided to address needs identified 
since September 11, 2001. 

Today, the Capitol Police face evolving 
threats from those who, for whatever reason, 
wish our country and our democracy harm. 
What was unthinkable only 18 months ago, 
has been done. We must remain vigilant and 
prepared as we work to rid the world of the 
scourge of terrorism and preserve and expand 
the promise of peace and democracy. 

We will continue to rely on the Capitol Po-
lice as the first line of defense for the People’s 
House and all who work and visit here. 

The men and women of the Capitol Police 
meet their challenges with courage and a level 
of professionalism not exceeded anywhere. 
Since the dastardly attacks of September 11, 
and again after the heightened security level 
of the past few months, Capitol Police officers, 
under the able leadership of Chief Terrance 
Gainer, have worked long hours under ad-
verse conditions. These men and women 
clearly represent the best that America has to 
offer. 

I want to express my personal thanks for a 
job well done and wish the United States Cap-
itol Police a sincere and happy 175th anniver-
sary. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of H. Con. 
Res. 156.

f 

CONGRATULATING THOMAS 
SACCO, RECIPIENT OF THE PUR-
PLE HEART 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to honor Thomas Sacco, 
a veteran of World War II. After waiting 58 
long years, he has finally been awarded the 
Purple Heart that he earned as a young pri-
vate while serving his country in Europe. 

Private Sacco was barely 18 years old when 
he volunteered to serve as a paratrooper in 
the famous and sometimes feared 101st Air-
borne division. 

He was wounded in the town of Noville, Bel-
gium. As his outfit advanced toward the Axis 
Army he was struck by shrapnel in his left arm 
and back and rendered unconscious. 

58 years later his heroism and sacrifice is 
being recognized by the United States Gov-
ernment. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to call Thomas 
Sacco a constituent and I ask you to join with 
me in thanking him for his service.

f 

RECOGNIZING NATHAN A. LAUDICK 
ON HIS APPOINTMENT TO THE 
U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY 

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pride that I rise today to recognize my con-
stituent, Nathan A. Laudick of Van Wert, Ohio, 
who recently accepted his appointment to the 
U.S. Military Academy at West Point. 

Nathan will soon graduate from Van Wert 
High School. During his high school career, he 
has maintained a high grade point average. 
He is an accomplished athlete, earning varsity 
letters in football, and track and field. And, he 
has clearly demonstrated his leadership ability, 
serving as a class officer and student body of-
ficer. He is a member of the National Honor 
Society. 

Nathan Laudick can be very proud of his 
many accomplishments. He is a credit to his 
family, his school, and his community. By ac-
cepting his appointment, Nathan is accepting 
a unique challenge. 

The Academy is the pinnacle of leadership 
development for the United States Army. As a 
member of the United States Corps of Cadets, 
he will face a most demanding academic cur-
riculum and physical regimen. He will live, 
study and prepare in an environment where 
strong leadership thrives, individual achieve-
ment is expected, and personal integrity is de-
manded. 

Mr. Speaker, General John W. Vessey, Jr. 
once wrote, ‘‘The Nation’s ability to remain 

free and at peace depends in no small meas-
ure on whether we will continue to inspire our 
youth to serve.’’ 

I am confident that Nathan Laudick has the 
character and ability to excel at the U.S. Mili-
tary Academy at West Point. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in wishing him well as he 
begins his very important service to our na-
tion.

f 

HONORING DR. KURT KORAL AS 
HE IS RECOGNIZED BY THE CON-
NECTICUT STATE DENTAL ASSO-
CIATION 

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it gives me 
great pleasure to rise today to join the Con-
necticut Dental Association in extending my 
sincere congratulations to Dr. Kurt Koral who 
will be honored today with the Distinguished 
Service Award. 

In a career that has spanned nearly four 
decades, Dr. Koral has worked diligently to im-
prove the field of dentistry. In addition to his 
private practice, he has and continues to 
serve on the staffs of both the Hospital of 
Saint Raphael and Yale-New Haven Hospital. 
He is also an Associate Professor at the Yale 
University School of Medicine’s Department of 
Surgery. As a surgeon, professor, and legisla-
tive activist, Dr. Koral has touched the lives of 
thousands. 

Throughout his career, Dr. Koral has dem-
onstrated a unique commitment to the field of 
dentistry through his participation in numerous 
professional organizations and continued ad-
vocacy. Past President of the New Haven 
Dental Association, Fellow of the Pierre 
Fauchard Society and the American College of 
Dentists, and member of the Connecticut Den-
tal Association, among many others, since 
1968—Dr. Koral has committed a lifetime of 
leadership to his profession. 

I have often spoke of the importance of par-
ticipating in the legislative process. I believe 
that through these efforts real change can be 
made. Dr. Koral shares this belief and has 
worked hard over the years to effect public 
policy at every level of government. Today, as 
Chairman of the Connecticut Dental Associa-
tion’s Legislative Council, Dr. Koral is a lead-
ing voice in matters important to the Associa-
tion and the field of dentistry. 

For his many invaluable contributions and 
unparalleled advocacy, I am honored to rise 
today to pay tribute to Dr. Kurt Koral as he is 
recognized with the Connecticut Dental Asso-
ciation’s Distinguished Service Award. 
Through his continued advocacy and constant 
participation, he has made a real difference in 
the lives of many. His efforts are sure to in-
spire others for many years to come.

f 

HONORING MRS. CAROL A. 
GREINER 

HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor Mrs. Carol A. Greiner. Carol has 
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been the Honorary President of the University 
of Buffalo Women’s Club, and she has been 
tirelessly committed to the University and to 
the Buffalo region for years. 

Carol has a long history of service to her 
community that is to be commended. Aside 
from her involvement in the University of Buf-
falo Women’s Club, she has volunteered her 
time in many capacities that include organizing 
a campaign to raise funds for the establish-
ment of the first kidney dialysis center in Se-
attle and serving as a dedicated participant in 
the Parent Teacher Association for over 17 
years. 

Carol is an example for how to balance the 
demands of family, career, and community 
service. She has strongly supported her hus-
band, now President of the University of Buf-
falo, and helped him with his rise to success. 
She is a model parent, having raised four chil-
dren—Kevin, Terrence, Daniel, and Susan. 

I am sharing Carol’s story with this chamber 
today because she so strongly exemplifies 
model citizenship. Carol and her husband self-
lessly give of themselves to their community. 
They were surrogate parents for a disturbed 
teenager, who recovered completely from her 
problems after living with the Greiners in their 
home. Other testaments to her civic commit-
ment include membership in Working for 
Downtown, Bethel Head Start Program (where 
she served on the Board of Directors), the 
League of Women Voters, and Buffalo Phil-
harmonic Orchestra (where she served on the 
Women’s Committee). 

I am privileged to know Mrs. Carol Greiner, 
and honored to consider her a friend. She is 
an asset to our community in Buffalo, and she 
stands as a shining example of a life lived in 
service to others.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 
170, 171, and 175, had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘no.’’

f 

HONORING THE SOUTH LAKE ME-
MORIAL AMERICAN LEGION AUX 
#55

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to recognize the South 
Lake Memorial American Legion Auxiliary #55 
on their Anniversary. Sixty-six years ago this 
Auxiliary was founded by the brave veterans 
of World War I and has been serving their 
community ever since. 

Most recently, they were recognized as one 
of the strongest promoters of the ‘‘Spinoza 
Bear Program’’. This is a compassionate cru-
sade that brings a smile to thousands of griev-
ing children. 

Their commitment to public service is re-
newed every year as they sponsor two young 
women to attend Girl’s State, a wonderful pro-

gram that has been developed to foster polit-
ical activism in our nation’s youth. They are in-
volved in countless other activities that pro-
mote community involvement by their mem-
bers. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to call the men and 
women of the South Lake Memorial American 
Legion constituents, and I ask that you join 
with me today to congratulate them on their 
service to our nation.

f 

RECOGNIZING GREGORY J.S. 
TRUMBLE ON HIS APPOINTMENT 
TO THE U.S. AIR FORCE ACAD-
EMY 

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pride that I rise today to recognize my con-
stituent, Gregory J.S. Trumble of Tiffin, Ohio, 
who recently accepted his appointment to the 
United States Air Force Academy. 

Greg will soon graduate from Columbian 
High School. During his high school career, he 
has maintained a 3.6 grade point average. He 
is an accomplished athlete, earning varsity let-
ters and serving as Captain of the track and 
field team and the cross country team. And, 
he has clearly demonstrated his leadership 
ability, having served as class president and 
participated in numerous activities. He is a 
member of the National Honor Society. 

Gregory Trumble can be very proud of his 
many accomplishments. He is a credit to his 
family, his school, and his community. By ac-
cepting his appointment, Greg is accepting a 
unique challenge. 

The Academy is the pinnacle of leadership 
development for the United States Air Force. 
As a member of the Cadet Air Wing, he will 
face a most demanding academic curriculum 
and physical regimen. He will live, study and 
prepare in an environment where strong lead-
ership thrives, individual achievement is ex-
pected, and personal integrity is demanded. 

Mr. Speaker, General John W. Vessey, Jr. 
once wrote, ‘‘The Nation’s ability to remain 
free and at peace depends in no small meas-
ure on whether we will continue to inspire our 
youth to serve.’’ 

I am confident that Gregory Trumble has the 
character and ability to excel at the U.S. Air 
Force Academy. I ask my colleagues to join 
me in wishing him well as he begins his very 
important service to our Nation.

f 

HONORING MARIA CONLON OF THE 
2002–2003 UNIVERSITY OF CON-
NECTICUT WOMEN’S BASKET-
BALL TEAM 

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, it is with the 
greatest pleasure that I rise today to join fam-
ily, friends, and the Derby community on 
‘‘Maria Conlon Day’’ to recognize the out-
standing achievements of our hometown hero, 
Maria Conlon. Starting guard for the Lady 

Huskies of the University of Connecticut, 
Maria was instrumental throughout the season 
and the National Championship Tournament. 

A graduate of Seymour High School, Maria 
displayed a unique talent during her high 
school career—a fact which is reflected in the 
recognition she received as WBCA Honorable 
Mention All-American, Gatorade State Player 
of the Year, three-time All-State pick, four-time 
All-League Selection, two-time State Cham-
pionship MVP, and New Haven Register Play-
er of the Year. She has owned the State 
records for three-pointers in both a season 
and career. She continues to own the school 
records at Seymour High School for points, 
assists, and steals. Maria was honored at the 
end of her high school career with the retire-
ment of her jersey number. 

During her three-year career with the Uni-
versity of Connecticut Huskies, Maria has be-
come well-known for her sharpshooting from 
behind the three-point line. She is one of only 
two players to have been on the court in all 
seventy of UCONN’s record-setting run of sev-
enty straight victories. There are many facets 
which must come together to make such his-
tory. Maria’s leadership, spirit, and uncompro-
mising drive are one of the forces behind the 
Huskies’ sensational victories. 

Winning their fourth NCAA championship, 
this year’s victory was especially gratifying be-
cause the Huskies overcame incredible odds 
to earn a repeat championship. The first wom-
en’s basketball team in history to win a na-
tional championship without a single senior on 
the roster, the Lady Huskies have set a new 
standard for team work and perfection. Maria 
and her fellow teammates have again shown 
that their undeniable talent and dedication will 
make dreams a reality. 

Maria has worked hard to achieve her goals 
and serves as a role model to young women 
across the country. We are certainly fortunate 
to have her call Derby home. I am honored to 
stand today and join the Derby community in 
congratulating Maria Conlon and honoring her 
on ‘‘Maria Conlon Day’’ for her outstanding 
achievements—not only as a Lady Husky, but 
as a member of our community. Hers is a leg-
acy that will continue to inspire generations to 
come.

f 

HONORING COACH NAN HARVEY 

HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor Coach Nan Harvey. 

Nan Harvey is the Associate Athletics Direc-
tor at the University of Buffalo. She has been 
a softball umpire for 28 years, and has de-
voted her life to women’s athletics. 

Nan’s accomplishments on the field are be-
yond impressive. As head coach of women’s 
softball at the University of Buffalo, she led 
her team to 38 wins in next three years, earn-
ing State University of New York Athletic Con-
ference Coach of the Year honors in 1985. In 
1991, Nan was inducted into the Western New 
York Softball Hall of Fame. In 1996, she was 
named the Amateur Softball Association Metro 
Buffalo Umpire of the Year. Later that year, 
Nan was given one of the highest honors for 
an ASA umpire when she was inducted into 
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the National Indicator Fraternity of the Ama-
teur Softball Hall of Fame. She’s been an um-
pire for several national slow-pitch tour-
naments and the NCAA Division III National 
Championship for three years. 

When I first began work on Title IX earlier 
this year, my office contacted Nan to find out 
more about the effects of Title IX at the Uni-
versity of Buffalo. She was enormously helpful 
and supportive in helping us lead the fight to 
save this fundamental civil rights law that en-
sures gender equality in athletic opportunities. 

I was devastated to hear that Nan is cur-
rently battling ovarian cancer. She learned of 
her disease almost three years ago, and has 
been undergoing chemotherapy for 34 straight 
months. Her prognosis is still very uncertain, 
yet she fights this disease daily with grace and 
determination. 

Let me tell you about the kind of person 
Nan Harvey is. Despite suffering chemo-
therapy treatments, she is still dedicated to 
University of Buffalo Athletics. She has dedi-
cated a large portion of her life to her family 
at the University of Buffalo. I am deeply 
moved by Nan’s decision regarding her estate. 
With her health in an uncertain state, Nan de-
cided to bequeath to the University of Buffalo 
athletic department a minimum of $200,000 
from her retirement funds. The money will be 
used with an emphasis on women’s sports. 

Her commitment to the University of Buffalo, 
and to female athletes, has inspired her col-
leagues, her students, and her community. In 
honor of everything that she has given to the 
school and to women’s athletics, the Univer-
sity of Buffalo will be renaming its softball fa-
cility Nan Harvey Field. 

I cannot express how deeply proud I am of 
Nan Harvey, of the life that she has led and 
the example she has set.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. JAMES E. CLYBURN 
OF SOUTH CAROLINA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall Nos. 
172 and 176, had I been present, I would 
have voted, ‘‘yea.’’

f 

ON SUMTER COUNTY’S 150TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to commemorate an im-
portant historical anniversary in Sumter Coun-
ty, Florida, in my Fifth Congressional District. 

Sumter County recently turned 150 years 
old and the people of the area celebrated this 
anniversary in true Sumter-County style this 
past weekend. I was pleased to be a part of 
the events and join some of my constituents in 
celebrating this milestone in the county’s his-
tory. 

Sumter County first appeared on Florida’s 
map on January 8, 1853 after State legislation 
called for its creation from a portion of Marion 
County, its neighbor to the north. Today, a 

century and a half later, Sumter County is 
home to more than 54,000, Floridians and that 
number is growing rapidly. 

But rapid growth won’t change what Sumter 
County is known for—its sense of community. 
Home to warm people and, as in the rest of 
Florida, warm weather, thousands of new resi-
dents move to Sumter County each year and 
find a home in what we’ve known for some-
time to be one of the best places in the coun-
try to live. 

I congratulate the residents, the municipali-
ties and the businesses of Sumter County as 
they recognize this important anniversary. I 
wish them 150 more years of growth, develop-
ment and prosperity.

f 

RECOGNIZING ZACHARY G. FOS-
TER ON HIS APPOINTMENT TO 
THE U.S. MILITARY ACADEMY 

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pride that I rise today to recognize my con-
stituent, Zachary G. Foster of Tiffin, Ohio, who 
recently accepted his appointment to the U.S. 
Military Academy at West Point. 

Zachary will soon graduate from Columbian 
High School. During his high school career, he 
has maintained a 3.8 grade point average. He 
is an accomplished athlete, earning varsity let-
ters in soccer and swimming. And, he has 
clearly demonstrated his leadership ability, ac-
tively participating in Key Club, Knowledge 
Master Open and the National Honor Society. 

Zachary Foster can be very proud of his 
many accomplishments. He is a credit to his 
family, his school, and his community. By ac-
cepting his appointment, Zachary is accepting 
a unique challenge. 

The Academy is the pinnacle of leadership 
development for the United States Army. As a 
member of the United States Corps of Cadets, 
he will face a most demanding academic cur-
riculum and physical regimen. He will live, 
study and prepare in an environment where 
strong leadership thrives, individual achieve-
ment is expected, and personal integrity is de-
manded. 

Mr. Speaker, General John W. Vessey, Jr. 
once wrote, ‘‘The Nation’s ability to remain 
free and at peace depends in no small meas-
ure on whether we will continue to inspire our 
youth to serve.’’ 

I am confident that Zachary Foster has the 
character and ability to excel at the U.S. Mili-
tary Academy at West Point. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in wishing him well as he 
begins his very important service to our na-
tion.

f 

HONORING IRVING B. HARRIS FOR 
HIS INVALUABLE CONTRIBU-
TIONS IN PUBLIC SERVICE 

HON. ROSA L. DeLAURO 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I am honored 
to rise today to join the Center for Human Po-

tential and Public Policy and the many who 
have gathered at the University of Chicago to 
honor and celebrate the contributions of an 
outstanding American—a man who is my dear 
friend, Irving B. Harris. Today’s Festschrift is a 
fitting tribute to a man who has spent a life-
time in the service of others. 

As I look over the course of Irving’s life, I 
am struck by his countless acts of generosity 
and compassion. As an advocate, a philan-
thropist, and a leading voice for children, his 
achievements have left an indelible mark on 
our society. Irving Harris recognized early on 
that the key to our children’s success lay in 
their most formative years, birth to three. He 
inspired, developed and supported scores of 
programs and organizations dedicated to im-
proving the lives of disadvantaged youngsters 
across the nation. He founded the Erikson In-
stitute, a child development graduate school, 
and the Ounce of Prevention Fund, a public/
private partnership that created and promoted 
community-based initiatives to improve early 
childhood development. He was a leader in 
development of Zero to Three: The National 
Center for Infants, Toddlers, and Families 
whose work to support families and promote 
the healthy development of babies and tod-
dlers had a tremendous impact in communities 
across the nation. His work brought him na-
tional recognition as a leading voice for the 
betterment of children across the country. 

Irving Harris is one of those rare individuals 
with roots in the world of business and finance 
who has used his hard-won wealth and influ-
ence to help others less fortunate. And his 
work and diligence and dedication is not only 
remarkable but unceasing. It is a reflection of 
all that we strive to be. His sincerity is marked 
by the principles he instilled in his own fam-
ily—in his children and grandchildren, who 
today carry on his work on behalf of the other 
children of America. 

Through education, public policy develop-
ment, grant-making and advocacy, Irving Har-
ris’ vision and leadership has earned him rec-
ognition and many honors and awards over 
the years. He has served many organizations 
including the National Commission on Children 
and the Carnegie Corporation’s New York 
Task Force on Meeting the Needs of Young 
Children. 

It has been an enormous privilege for me to 
work with Irving over the years, and I look for-
ward to continuing our collaboration. Irving 
knows that our young people represent the fu-
ture and we as a community and nation must 
give them the tools to succeed. He recognized 
this simple fact many years ago, and dedi-
cated his life to fulfilling that important goal. 

Irving Harris continues his work today, as I 
hope he will for many more years to come. 
Tbank you, Irving for the difference you have 
made in this country, and the millions of lives 
you have made better through your vision, 
your passion, and your generous spirit of 
mind. You are an inspiration to all of us.

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. ELBERT W. 
SUTTON 

HON. JEFF MILLER 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor one of this nation’s most distinguished 
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and dedicated physicians, Dr. Elbert W. Sut-
ton. After 43 years of faithful service to the 
Northwest Florida community, the past 24 
years of which he has served as Director of 
the Santa Rosa County Health Department, 
Dr. Sutton will step down from his position in 
June of this year and begin his much de-
served and well earned retirement. 

A longtime resident of Milton, Florida, Dr. 
Sutton attended the University of Alabama as 
an undergraduate and subsequently received 
his medical degree from Tulane University in 
1958. In 1960, he came to our community and 
opened a general private practice office. He 
kept this practice for 19 years until 1979, 
when he was appointed Director of the Santa 
Rosa County Health Department. 

Over the course of his remarkable career, 
Dr. Sutton has continuously remained focused 
on helping to heal and improve the lives of 
area residents. In 1978, he was a partner in 
opening the Rehabilitation Institute of West 
Florida and I am proud to say that it remains 
operating today as part of the West Florida 
Hospital system. In 1986, Dr. Sutton joined 
forces again with other local healthcare pro-
fessionals and created the Medical Assistance 
Clinic in Milton. This clinic provided medical 
care, to those who were unable to afford it, for 
12 years until it was forced to close by rising 
medical costs. Finally, just two years ago, in 
2001, Dr. Sutton helped create the Santa 
Rosa Community Clinic to provide primary 
healthcare services to residents in the sur-
rounding community. 

Upon his retirement, Dr. Sutton says it will 
be the people that he will miss most, both 
those he has helped serve and those he has 
worked with. I feel confident in saying that it 
is the people of Northwest Florida that will 
miss him more. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to offer my sincere 
and heartfelt congratulations to my good friend 
Dr. Elbert W. Sutton on his retirement from the 
Santa Rosa County Health Department. Very 
rarely does an individual have such a pro-
found impact on a single community as Dr. 
Sutton has had on the First District of Florida. 
For the past 43 years, he has dedicated him-
self towards helping the residents of North-
west Florida and for that we will be forever 
grateful. Mr. Speaker, on this occasion we 
honor one of America’s greatest public serv-
ants.

f 

COMMEMORATING DUNNELLON’S 
BOOMTOWN DAYS 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to commemorate ‘‘Boom-
town’’ days in Dunnellon in my Fifth Congres-
sional District of Florida. 

This festival is held each year in Dunnellon 
to celbrate the history behind how the city of 
Dunnellon came to be. 

Mr. Speaker, the story of how Dunnellon 
came to be is an interesting one, but not atypi-
cal of a town formed in the late 1880’s in this 
country. 

Dunnellon was created in 1887 and then 
saw its population boom in 1889 affer phos-
phate was discovered there. The mining in-

dustry then ‘‘boomed’’ in the town and was re-
sponsible for the town’s rapid growth and 
prosperity. Dunnellon was then dubbed a 
‘‘Boomtown.’’ 

Each year, the city celebrates its heritage 
with a festival offering fun activities, contests, 
and parades for the people of Dunnellon. 

This weekend, the residents of the city will 
carry on the tradition of celebrating ‘‘Boom-
town days.’’ I wish them the best and am 
proud to honor them in this Chamber today.

f 

IN HONOR OF KALPANA CHAWLA 

HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR. 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
thank the Co-Chairs of the India Caucus, my 
colleagues JOE CROWLEY and JOE WILSON, for 
holding a memorial today in the House of 
Representatives for Dr. Kalpana Chawla. 

It is with great sadness that we remember 
the tragic events of February 1, 2003. The 
loss of seven astronauts on board the shuttle 
Columbia leaves us with profound sadness 
that cannot be expressed. 

Dr. Kalpana Chawla in particular rep-
resented much of the best that our world has 
to offer and I would like to pay special tribute 
to her. Kalpana grew up in India and although 
she came from a small, rural area—her 
charm, drive and dedication allowed her to 
surpass all boundaries and develop into the 
fine astronaut that she was. 

In reading interviews that Kalpana gave 
both before and during her mission on Colum-
bia, a portrait emerged of an intelligent, deter-
mined woman, who managed a successful ca-
reer, while at the same time being a devoted 
daughter and wife. She helped open the door 
further for women in science and space explo-
ration careers, and I know the people of India, 
as all of us here today, will always hold a spe-
cial place in our heart for Kalpana. Those who 
were fortunate to know her personally will 
never forget her, and her legacy will live on.

f 

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
CALLING ON THE PRESIDENT TO 
REQUEST FORMER PRESIDENT 
JIMMY CARTER TO ASSIST THE 
ORHA 

HON. ALCEE L. HASTINGS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to introduce a Concurrent Resolu-
tion designed to meet the most important 
promise we made to the people of Iraq—a 
promise to help them become self-governing. 

Rebuilding Iraq will be a daunting under-
taking. The Office of Reconstruction and Hu-
manitarian Assistance has been established in 
Baghdad, and its leader, retired General Jay 
Garner, is responsible for coordinating human-
itarian assistance, restoring the nation’s infra-
structure, and establishing an interim govern-
ment. 

The ORHA is made up of retired generals 
and diplomats, government technocrats, and 

oil executives. Efforts to establish and main-
tain civilian stability and coordinate humani-
tarian assistance will monopolize the ORHA 
for some time to come; tasks that would be 
daunting enough if they had inherited an intact 
bureaucracy and police force. But the ORHA’s 
biggest stumbling block may turn out to be 
that none of its members have any experience 
in forging cooperation amongst radically dif-
fering political, religious, and ethnic factions to 
facilitate even the beginnings of a self-gov-
erning nation. 

Iraq is the test case for our peacekeeping, 
nation building and humanitarian policies and 
success will demonstrate, to ourselves, and 
the rest of the world, that we can both win 
wars and transform societies. The three post-
war initiatives of providing humanitarian assist-
ance, restoring infrastructure, and establishing 
an interim government, must commence and 
progress simultaneously. 

The Resolution I introduce today calls on 
the President to request former President 
Jimmy Carter and members of the Carter Cen-
ter to assist the ORHA in establishing an in-
terim government in Iraq. Former President 
Carter is uniquely qualified to forge a peaceful, 
cooperative structure among Iraq’s political, 
religious, and ethnic factions. He has dedi-
cated himself to resolving conflicts and en-
hancing freedom and democracy throughout 
the world. 

Regardless of our opinions on the invasion 
of Iraq, we must keep the promises we made 
to the Iraqi people. U.S. and allied soldiers, ci-
vilians, and diplomats remain committed to 
what is certainly the most critical phase of Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting this Resolution to ensure 
they have all the experience and expertise 
available to help ensure their success.

f 

HONORING BURCH OIL COMPANY: 
75 YEARS OF SERVICE 

HON. STENY H. HOYER 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the Burch Oil Company, an excellent 
example of successful American entrepreneur-
ship that has evolved to become a pillar of a 
local community. I am proud to recognize my 
good friends at Burch Oil Company who have 
been serving the citizens of Southern Mary-
land since 1928 and are celebrating their sev-
enty-fifth anniversary this month. Whether it 
has been supplying the services of vital oil re-
sources or helping to serve the community, 
the Burch Oil Company has built a solid rep-
utation within the Southern Maryland commu-
nity. 

Founded in May of 1928, by cousins S. Ber-
nard Burch, Thaddeus Burch, and Thaddeus’ 
son Joe Burch, the company quickly began to 
service the community’s gasoline, motor oil, 
and, most important to the area at the time, 
kerosene needs. With the onset of the Great 
Depression many businesses failed, but Burch 
Oil was able to steadily grow. 

From the beginning of the company, the 
Burch family took an active role in the commu-
nity. S. Bernard Burch served as the chairman 
for the Democratic State Central Committee 
and helped to establish the Mechanicsvllle 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 05:50 May 10, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A09MY8.015 E09PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of Remarks E915May 9, 2003
Volunteer Fire Department. Even during the 
worst of times, such as the Great Storm of 
1933, the company delivered kerosene by skiff 
to hard hit St. George Island. 

After S. Bernard Burch’s death in May of 
1944, a new era began with his son, F. Elliott 
Burch, Sr., who took over the reigns of the op-
eration and guided the company through a pe-
riod of steady growth for several decades until 
turning over the day-to-day duties to his two 
sons so he could devote more time to local 
politics. Serving as St. Mary’s County Com-
missioner President from 1962 to 1970, F. El-
liott, Sr. helped to steer St. Mary’s County 
through a period of important community in-
vestments, during a time when local govern-
ment was expanding to provide more services. 

Outstanding service and high quality prod-
ucts have been the hallmarks of the Burch Oil 
Company since its founding by S. Bernard 
Burch in 1928; and on its 75th Anniversary, 
four generations of the Burch family, with a 
fifth soon to come of age, help to guide the 
hardworking and dedicated employees that 
have helped to make this company successful. 
In addition to their business success, they 
have been an integral component in helping to 
build St. Mary’s County through their selfless 
commitment and belief in also performing pub-
lic service to give back to the community in 
which they live. Today Burch Oil Company is 
led by F. Elliott (Sonny) Burch, Jr. and his 
brother Donald (Buddy) Burch, who have set 
their own high standard for community involve-
ment, supported by 300 plus employees who 
carry on that proud tradition. 

On behalf of the citizens of St. Mary’s, 
Charles, and Calvert Counties, it is a great 
privilege to honor the Burch Oil Company for 
reaching the milestone of 75 years in serving 
the community of Southern Maryland. I ask my 
colleagues to join me in saluting a great ex-
ample of American enterprise at its best. This 
company has been successful by its commu-
nity, but continues to plough back its dividends 
every day through its public service. Congratu-
lations to members of the Burch family and 
their employees and we wish you another 75 
years of quality and reliable service to our 
community.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. GENE GREEN 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on 
Thursday, May 1, 2003, I regret that I missed 
the vote for rollcall 158, the vote on final pas-
sage for H.R. 1258, the United States Leader-
ship Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Ma-
laria Act of 2003. I would like the record to re-
flect that, had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘aye’’ on this legislation.

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE CRYS-
TAL RIVER MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CHEERLEADING SQUAD 

HON. GINNY BROWN-WAITE 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to congratulate the Crys-

tal River Middle School Cheerleaders, from my 
Fifth Congressional District of Florida, for win-
ning the national championship in their division 
at a competition held in Orlando last month. 

The competition hosted more than 200 
cheerleading squads from across the nation 
and truly was a venue for the best of the best 
to showcase their talents. 

These seventh and eighth grade girls cap-
tured the top honors in the small school divi-
sion and brought to Citrus County the first na-
tional championship trophy of any school, in 
any sport—ever. 

The squad of 14 girls, led by Head Coach 
Irene Hupp and Assistant Coach Terry Yant, 
has made the city of Crystal River, all of Citrus 
County and the entire state of Florida very 
proud. I am immensely proud of them as well. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my pleasure to honor 
Amanda Bass, Marlana Camden, Tiffany Dan-
iel, Nicole Davis, Katie Dicks, Sabrina 
Gonzales, Brittany Jones, Amber Lunginsland, 
Amanda Mayor, Alyssa Parker, Hailey Rob-
erts, Jilica Smith, Jacke Vivian, and Kylee 
Zarro. 

They have accomplished a remarkable feat 
and deserve every accolade sent their way. I 
am proud to honor them before this body this 
evening and am proud to have such motivated 
hard working young people call my district 
home.

f 

SERVICEMEMBERS CIVIL RELIEF 
ACT 

SPEECH OF 

HON. TOM UDALL 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, May 7, 2003

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 100, of which I 
am proud to be a cosponsor. Considering the 
hundreds of thousands of people serving our 
country around the world and the many active 
duty servicemembers currently returning from 
the Middle East, this is a very timely bill. 

As a member of the House Veterans’ Affairs 
Committee, I support strengthening legal pro-
tections for those on active duty in the armed 
forces. Just as we depend on them to defend 
our country, they depend on us to provide fair 
and updated benefits and services. 

This bill updates laws in place to protect 
servicemembers from being harmed in civil, fi-
nancial, or legal proceedings. All too often I 
hear stories of deployed soldiers receiving 
calls from family that they cannot afford to pay 
rent and will face eviction, or that debt is piling 
up, or that the family cannot break a lease in 
order to move to a more affordable home. 
This bill, which has the support of many vet-
erans groups and military organizations, as 
well as the legal community, would help fix 
those dire situations for those serving in active 
duty and their families. 

I am pleased to vote in favor of providing 
these overdue protections revisions. The pas-
sage of H.R. 100 will be a testament to our 
men and women in uniform—and their fami-
lies—that their country supports and applauds 
their courageous service.

IN HONOR OF TERRI HAMILTON 
BROWN 

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor and recognition of Terri Hamilton 
Brown, upon the occasion of her retirement as 
Executive Director of the Cleveland Metropoli-
tan Housing Authority (CMHA). 

Ms. Brown’s significant impact on the CMHA 
organization in less than 5 years has positively 
shifted the focus of housing in Cleveland 
where it should be—on the people who seek 
and depend upon affordable housing in Cuya-
hoga County. Her focus on revitalization, reor-
ganization and renewal of the CMHA agency 
helped to build bridges within our community 
to make available quality and affordable 
homes for low-income families and individuals 
who are trying to break free of the devastating 
cycle of poverty. 

Because of her leadership, integrity, and 
outstanding ability to connect easily with oth-
ers, the CMHA organization has been raised 
to new levels of administrative efficiency, inter-
community partnership, accountability and true 
achievement that can be readily seen along 
our city streets. Ms. Brown’s persistence, ex-
pertise and complete commitment on behalf of 
CMHA has produced profound strides in allow-
ing CMHA to carry out its goals and mission 
as never before. 

Mr. Speaker and Colleagues, please join me 
in honor and recognition of Terri Hamilton 
Brown whose vision, hard work and dedication 
on behalf of CMHA and all the people it 
serves has left an indelible and significant im-
pact upon our community. Ms. Brown has re-
built the foundation of a housing agency that 
successfully serves our most vulnerable citi-
zens, and her work will have a lasting impact 
on every CMHA tenant and our entire Cleve-
land neighborhood for years to come. Please 
join me in wishing Ms. Brown our very best as 
she moves on to new challenges as Executive 
Director of University Circle Incorporated in 
Cleveland.

f 

WHERE ARE THE DETAILS OF NEW 
FCC REGULATIONS? 

HON. JOE BARTON 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, more 
than 2 months ago Federal Communications 
Commission voted 3–2 on changes to the 
local telephone competition provisions of 1996 
Telecommunications Act. This ‘‘Triennial Re-
view’’ is required of this agency by the law we 
passed. 

There has got a better way to regulate our 
Nation’s telecommunications industry right 
now it is in nothing but a tailspin. The FCCs 
recent Triennial Review ruling has had many 
unfortunate portions, and clearly cannot be 
what the Supreme Court was expecting when 
it remanded the FCCs earlier decision. They 
seem to allow some companies the ability to 
provide telephone and Internet services across 
the nation with minimal investment, and mini-
mal technicians and employees. 
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Unfortunately, after 2 months, no one, in-

cluding the FCC, has seen the final details of 
these new regulations. 

Mr. Speaker, how can regulators vote on 
provisions that they themselves have not 
seen? The internal turf battles within this 
agency go far beyond the walls of the Portals. 
While bureaucrats argue over how many an-
gels can sit on the head of a pin, real people 
in this industry are being harmed. 

Since January 2000, over 600,000 jobs 
have been lost in the telecommunications in-
dustry, most due to a failed policy of former 
Chairman Reed Hundt who tried to create arti-
ficial local competition. 

Since the vote by the FCC on February 
20th, many more jobs have been lost. Delay 
in issuing regulations by the FCC only con-
tinues this ‘‘meltdown’’ of one of our premiere 
growth industries. 

I for one do not condone this bureaucratic 
delay and would hope that the FCC drastically 
changes its initial ruling from last February.

f 

WELCOMING USS ‘‘LINCOLN’’ HOME 

HON. RICK LARSEN 
OF WASHINGTON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to honor the women and men on 
board the USS Abraham Lincoln. 

For nearly ten months the sailors on board 
the Lincoln have been engaged in protecting 
our homeland. During their deployment—the 
longest deployment for an aircraft carrier in 30 
years—the crew served courageously and 
selflessly. The brave women and men aboard 
the Lincoln have been embraced by a thankful 
nation. 

Having just returned from the Lincoln’s 
homecoming celebration, I can say without a 
doubt that the City of Everett and Snohomish 
County are happy to have the sailors home. 
While seeing them on national television gave 
me and our nation hope, seeing them in per-
son with their families was even more inspira-
tional. 

I want to thank every one of those sailors 
today for their service, and I also want to 
thank their families for their service, even 
though it is a different kind of service. The 
sailors and their families sacrificed for this 
country. We owe them a debt of gratitude. 

While our technology and know-how far sur-
passed our opponent’s, the true success of 
Operation Iraqi Freedom was due to the 
women and men who volunteered for this 
service. Their commitment, dedication, brav-
ery, and willingness to serve are what define 
our military might. 

To those who served on this historic sailing 
of the USS Abraham Lincoln, I say: You have 
done your job and you have done it well. Our 
nation thanks you. 

I am honored to be their Representative in 
Congress. I thank the Speaker for allowing me 
to speak on the floor today.

TRIBUTE TO THE SAN FERNANDO 
VALLEY’S HEROES IN LAW EN-
FORCEMENT 

HON. BRAD SHERMAN 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to five outstanding members of our 
law enforcement and firefighter communities. 
Bradley C. Thompson, Michael Jensen, Jim 
Pollock, Brian Brown, and Edward Lee Teter 
will be honored tonight at the Valley Commu-
nity Legal Foundation of the San Fernando 
Valley Bar Association ‘‘Law Day Dinner’’ hon-
oring ‘‘Heroes in Law Enforcement.’’ Each of 
these fine men have dedicated their lives to 
the service of the San Fernando Valley and 
leave a legacy of heroism for all to admire. 

Deputy Bradley C. Thompson of the Los An-
geles County Sheriff’s Department distin-
guished himself last December when he fear-
lessly rescued a driver from a burning vehicle. 
Deputy Thompson observed a passenger van 
engulfed in flames on December 10 and im-
mediately responded. Bradley selflessly pro-
ceeded into the fire and ultimately freed the 
driver, undoubtedly saving his life. His heroism 
is truly admirable. 

Los Angeles Police Detective Michael Jen-
sen has excelled at his job since joining the 
force in 1972. Michael ascended to the rank of 
Detective in North Hollywood. In that role, Offi-
cer Jensen has become a mentor for the divi-
sion and has solved many critical cases. Mi-
chael continues to lead his fellow officers in 
the Valley and has proven to be an excep-
tional asset to our law enforcement commu-
nity. 

City of San Fernando Police Detective Jim 
Pollock began solving narcotics cases in 1979. 
He has become a vital liaison between local 
law enforcement and federal police agencies 
such as the FBI, ATF, and DEA. Detective 
Pollock was nationally recognized in 1996 for 
his efforts to dismantle a large interstate drug 
trafficking organization. Jim is invaluable to 
our communities efforts to improve the lives of 
San Fernando Valley residents. 

California Highway Patrol officer Brian 
Brown began assignment in the West Valley in 
1998. Over the past five years, Officer Brown 
has served the Ventura Freeway corridor with 
bravery. This past January, Brian happened 
upon a serious accident involving a burning 
car that had left the roadway. Officer Brown 
made several attempts to free the driver from 
the perilous wreck. For his efforts, Brian has 
been rightly nominated for the Medal of Valor. 

Los Angeles City Fire Fighter Edward Lee 
Teter has served Pacoima from Fire Station 
98 since 1982. His engineering skills and lead-
ership have been tremendous assets to the 
Fire Department and the East Valley. Ed has 
also volunteered his time and efforts to help 
rebuild an orphanage in Tijuana, Mexico. Mr. 
Teter mentors many firefighters in his station 
and was recently recognized as ‘‘Officer of the 
Year’’ for his unselfish service. 

Mr. Speaker, please join me in commending 
these fine individuals on their exemplary work 
for San Fernando Valley residents. Each of 
them has set a standard for leadership and 
dedication we can all aspire to. It is my privi-
lege to join the San Fernando Valley Bar As-
sociation in recognizing our wealth of out-
standing police and fire officers.

EXPRESSING NEED FOR FURTHER 
ACTION BY FCC FOLLOWING TRI-
ENNIAL REVIEW 

HON. RALPH M. HALL 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
speak to the Federal Communications Com-
mission’s Triennial Review of the 1996 Tele-
communications Act adopted over two months 
ago on February 20, 2003. 

Today, the telecommunications industry 
waits for some certainty and clarity regarding 
these new rules adopted by the FCC. These 
rules, dealing with local telephone competition, 
have yet to be put to paper so that the af-
fected companies can review the order and 
make business plans accordingly. 

The telecommunications sector of our econ-
omy is hemorrhaging. Lost jobs, reduced cap-
ital investment and loss of investor confidence 
have affected nearly every company in this 
sector. The lack of clarity, as to these new 
rules, is prolonging this downward spiral. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Commission to act 
on this issue and do it as soon as possible. 
This sector is too important to be left on hold.

f 

COMMENDING THE WE THE PEO-
PLE . . . THE CITIZEN AND THE 
CONSTITUTION PROGRAM AND 
INCLINE HIGH SCHOOL 

HON. JIM GIBBONS 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, On April 26–
28, 2003 more than 1200 students from 
across the United States visited Washington, 
D.C. to compete in the national finals of the 
We the People . . . The Citizen and the Con-
stitution program, the most extensive edu-
cational program in the country developed 
specifically to educate young people about the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. 

I am proud to announce that for the second 
year in a row the class from Incline High 
School from Incline Village represented the 
State of Nevada in this national event. These 
young scholars worked diligently to reach the 
national finals for the second straight year and 
through their experience gained a deep knowl-
edge and understanding of the fundamental 
principles and values of our constitutional de-
mocracy. 

The 3-day national competition is modeled 
after hearings in the United States Congress. 
The hearings consist of oral presentations by 
high school students before a panel of adult 
judges on constitutional topics. The students’ 
testimony is followed by a period of ques-
tioning by the judges who probe their depth of 
understanding and ability to apply their con-
stitutional knowledge. 

Administered by the Center for Civic Edu-
cation, the We the People . . . program has 
provided curricular materials at upper elemen-
tary, middle, and high school levels for more 
than 26.5 million students nationwide. The 
program provides students with a working 
knowledge of our Constitution, Bill of Rights, 
and the principles of democratic government. 
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Members of Congress and their staff enhance 
the program by discussing current constitu-
tional issues with students and teachers and 
by participating in other educational activities. 

It is inspiring to see these young people ad-
vocate the fundamental ideals of our govern-
ment. It is important for our next generation to 
understand these values and principles which 
we hold as standards in our endeavor to pre-
serve and realize the promise of our constitu-
tional democracy. 

In addition, I would like to recognize the 
commitment and support received from all of 
Incline Village, community organizations and 
parents. Individually, Bob Heilig, a community 
volunteer, has helped out a great deal with the 
students in the program. Judy Simpson, the 
State Coordinator of the program, and Daniel 
Wong, the district Coordinator of the Program 
have also contributed countless hours into 
making these students better citizens. 

It is also important that we recognize the 
participants of this program individually. I 
would like to commend David Allison, Rochelle 
Comeaux, Ashley Hanna, Kristi Cole, David 
Gregory, Jonathan Shoop, Meghan Flanders, 
Daniel Herr, Danny St. John, Betsy McCann, 
Lee Rogers, Britt Van Hees, Elliot Becker, Ali 
Deroche, Jamie Ellsworth, Brooke Downey, 
Erin Myrmel, and Meredith Tiras for their hard 
work and tireless dedication. 

The class from Incline High School diligently 
conducted research and prepared for their 
participation in the national competition. I 
again commend these young ‘‘constitutional 
experts’’ on their work for and commitment to 
the We the People . . . national finals. They 
represent the future leaders of our Nation.

f 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS OWNER-
SHIP DIVERSIFICATION ACT OF 
2003

HON. BOBBY L. RUSH 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in-
troduce the Telecommunications Ownership 
Diversification Act of 2003. This bill would 
level the playing field so that economically dis-
advantage businesses owners could enter the 
communications field. As you know, since the 
passage of the 1996 Telecommunications Act 
there has been an unprecedented growth in 
the Telecom sector, which has often been re-
ferred to as the telecommunications revolution. 
However, conspicuously absent from this revo-
lution has been minority and economically dis-
advantage business owners. They have in es-
sence been left on the fringes of this tele-
communications revolution. There are many 
factors attributed to this lack of participation 
but chief among them is the lack of capital. 
Because entry into the telecommunications 
field is extremely capital intensive, many de-
serving, well qualified small business owners 
have been denied entry into this vital sector 
because they lack access to the needed cap-
ital to compete with large companies. 

My bill would remedy this problem by mak-
ing minor changes to the existing tax code, so 
that individuals who are currently under-rep-
resented in the ownership of telecommuni-
cations would be able to compete on an equal 
footing with large companies. It would provide 

sellers of telecommunications assets a tax de-
ferral when those assets are bought for cash 
by certain small businesses. And it would pro-
vide investors an incentive to consider certain 
small businesses by providing a reduction in 
tax on gains from investing in these compa-
nies. 

Former Chairman Kennard once eloquently 
stated that ‘‘ACCESS’’ is the civil rights of the 
21st century. I believe the Telecommuni-
cations Ownership Diversification Act em-
bodies the essence of this statement by mak-
ing economically disadvantaged small busi-
ness owners not only consumers of tech-
nology but also producers of technology. I 
hope that all my colleagues will join me in 
supporting this important initiative.

f 

TRIBUTE TO MR. ROCCO BALDELLI 

HON. PATRICK J. KENNEDY 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to recognize native Rhode Is-
lander, Mr. Rocco Baldelli, of the Tampa Bay 
Devil Rays, and his accomplishments during 
this past month of April. As a rookie this sea-
son, Rocco has demonstrated his baseball 
savvy and athleticism while drawing on experi-
ence from his outstanding high school career 
at the Bishop Hendricken High School. We 
hope that this achievement serves as an inspi-
ration to Rhode Islanders of all ages. 

The Devil Rays’s 6th pick in the first round 
of the Major League Baseball draft, this 
centerfielder recently, on April 30th, hit his first 
home run in the major leagues against the 
Minnesota Twins. This day also marked a spe-
cial occasion, as Rocco’s fortieth home run set 
a record for the most runs hit by a rookie in 
the month of April. He now has a fantastic bat-
ting average of .364 with 40 hits, and 20 runs 
batted in. As the House Resolution from the 
Rhode Island General Assembly I’ve included 
notes, Rocco reminds spectators of a young 
Mickey Mantle, Joe DiMaggio, or Willie Mays. 

I congratulate Rocco on his spectacular 
achievements so far this season, and look for-
ward to following his continued success.

[H. 6396: State of Rhode Island, in General 
Assembly, January Session, A.D. 2003] 

HOUSE RESOLUTION CONGRATULATING NATIVE 
RHODE ISLANDER ROCCO BALDELLI FOR SET-
TING THE MAJOR LEAGUE BASEBALL RECORD 
FOR MOST HITS BY A ROOKIE IN THE MONTH 
OF APRIL 
Introduced By: Representatives T Brien, 

Reilly, Menard, Laroche, and Murphy. 
Date Introduced: May 1, 2003. 
Referred To: House read and passed. 
Whereas, Rocco Baldelli was a standout 

baseball player for Bishop Hendricken High 
and was the 6th player chosen in the first 
round of the Major League Baseball draft by 
Tampa Bay Devil Rays; and 

Whereas, Rocco plays centerfield and his 
athleticism and baseball savvy reminds folks 
of a young Mickey Mantle, Joe DiMaggio or 
Willie Mays; and 

Whereas, On April 30, 2003 Rocco not only 
hit his first Major League home run against 
the Minnesota Twins, but his home run also 
set the Major League Baseball record for 
most hits by a rookie in the month of April, 
with 40; and 

Whereas Rocco broke the record of 39 pre-
viously held by Seattle’s Ichiro Suzuki; and 

Whereas Rocco, thus far in the season, has 
a spectacular batting average of .364, with 40 
hits and 20 runs batted in; now, therefore be 
it 

Resolved, That this House of Representa-
tives of the State of Rhode Island and Provi-
dence Plantations hereby congratulates 
Rocco Baldelli for setting this new Major 
League Baseball record and wishes him a 
spectacular baseball career and future induc-
tion into the Major 16 League Baseball Hall 
of Fame.

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE NURSE 
EDUCATION PROMOTION ACT 

HON. MICHAEL E. CAPUANO 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize National Nurses Week and honor 
the essential work that America’s nurses do 
every day. It is important to raise public 
awareness of the value of nursing and to help 
educate the public about the vital roles nurses 
play in meeting the health care needs of the 
American people. Nurses constitute the na-
tion’s largest group of heath care profes-
sionals. They serve in hospitals, nursing 
homes, schools, managed care facilities and 
community health centers, and their work is in-
valuable. 

Unfortunately, fewer and fewer people are 
choosing nursing as a career. In recognition of 
National Nurses Week, I am pleased to join 
my friend and colleague Congressman ERNIE 
FLETCHER in introducing important legislation 
that helps address the nursing shortage by en-
couraging students to enter the profession. 
According to the General Accounting Office, 
between 1993 and 1996 enrollments at two-
year associate nursing degree programs 
dropped 11 percent, while enrollments at 
three-year diploma programs dropped more 
than 40 percent. Between 1995 and 1998, en-
rollments at four-year bachelors programs 
dropped 19 percent. Even so, the demand for 
qualified nurses is increasing, and it will only 
grow as the baby boomers retire. The Bureau 
of Labor Statistics projects that more than one 
million new nurses will be needed by the year 
2010. 

This crisis threatens to compromise the 
quality of healthcare in this country. The De-
partment of Health and Human Services re-
ports that there is a ‘‘strong and consistent re-
lationship’’ between nurse staffing and patient 
health. The GAO reports that between 2000 
and 2030, the group of Americans who are 65 
years of age and older will double. At the 
same time, the number of women between 25 
and 54—the group that traditionally comprises 
most of the nursing workforce—is expected to 
remain the same. Mr. Speaker, today, more 
than ever before, we need nurses to care for 
our seniors. Unless we create incentives and 
opportunities for men and women to choose 
nursing as a career, this country will face a 
crisis in the next ten years. 

To help address this problem, Congressman 
ERNIE FLETCHER and I are introducing the bi-
partisan Nurse Education Promotion Act. Our 
bill addresses the nursing shortage in a num-
ber of important ways. First, it establishes a 
competitive grant program for associate de-
gree nursing schools to be used for nursing 
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student recruitment, student scholarships, and 
the hiring of faculty.

Second, the bill establishes a competitive 
grant program for professional nurses associa-
tions, so that they may create and administer 
continuing education programs in cooperation 
with area hospitals and higher education insti-
tutions. 

The nurses associations would coordinate 
class work at a central location for which 
nurses could receive college credit towards a 
BSN or equivalent degree and/or training in an 
understaffed and critical nursing specialty. The 
clinical portion of the continuing education 
could be done at any of the participating hos-
pitals. 

While we support other legislation to allevi-
ate the nursing shortage, we believe that by 
focusing on the two-year schools our bill gets 
nurses into the field more quickly. By providing 
money for continuing education, we hope to 
ensure that nurses are able to meet the 
changing and increasingly complex demands 
of our healthcare system. As we celebrate Na-
tional Nurses Week, we hope our colleagues 
will join us in our efforts to alleviate the nurs-
ing shortage and head off a major healthcare 
crisis that is just on the horizon.

f 

IN HONOR OF THE HISPANIC OR-
GANIZATION OF STUDENTS IN 
TECHNOLOGY/SOCIETY OF HIS-
PANIC PROFESSIONAL ENGI-
NEERS AT NEW JERSEY INSTI-
TUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

HON. ROBERT MENENDEZ 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor the Hispanic Organization of Stu-
dents in Technology (HOST), the student 
chapter of the Society of Hispanic Professional 
Engineers (SHPE) at the New Jersey Institute 
of Technology (NJIT). They were honored for 
their outstanding achievements at the HOST/
SHPE Gala Banquet on April 30, 2003. 

The Hispanic Organization of Students in 
Technology/Society of Hispanic Professional 
Engineers represents a group of extremely tal-
ented and dedicated students, who, at a 
young age, have already shown amazing 
promise and success. Under the leadership of 
Student President Danial Calles, HOST/SHPE 
attained the second highest membership of a 
Society of Hispanic Professional Engineers 
student chapter nationwide and was respon-
sible for the third-highest attendance to the 
2002 Society of Hispanic Professional Engi-
neers Eastern Technical Career Conference. 

Moises Cordero, Daniel Nunez, and Randy 
Weston, three students who form the Web 
Site Competition Team, made new strides for 
New Jersey Institute of Technology and for as-
piring students when they won first place for 
the first ever Web Site Competition at the 
2002 Society of Hispanic Professional Engi-
neers Eastern Technical Career Conference. 
Their success illustrates not only the strength 
of NJIT, but the drive and potential of these 
promising students. 

Under the guidance of Carlomango 
Ontaneda, the SHPE chapter advisor at NJIT 
has helped to empower many promising stu-
dents achieve their goals at NJIT and beyond. 

As Assistant Director for Recruitment at New 
Jersey Institute of Technology’s Educational 
Opportunity Program, Mr. Ontaneda continues 
to demonstrate his commitment to increasing 
educational opportunities and helping students 
attain their dreams. He was recently the recipi-
ent of the Society of Hispanic Professional En-
gineers Eastern Technical Career Conference 
Higher Education Award. 

Today, I ask my colleagues to join me in 
honoring the achievements of Mr. Ontaneda 
and the talented students of the Hispanic Or-
ganization of Students in Technology/Society 
of Hispanic Professional Engineers at New 
Jersey Institute of Technology. I applaud their 
dedication and their success, and wish them 
the best as they head towards an already 
bright future.

f 

THE CENTENNIAL CELEBRATION 
OF ALL SAINTS EPISCOPAL 
CHURCH IN TOLEDO, OHIO 

HON. MARCY KAPTUR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, Saturday, May 
31, 2003 begins the centennial celebration of 
All Saints Episcopal Church in Toledo, Ohio. I 
am pleased to commemorate this momentous 
and joyous occasion by sharing it with my col-
leagues and for inclusion in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. 

On June 3, 1903, five people under the 
leadership of Reverend William A. Grier found-
ed the church as an Episcopal Mission 
Church. It was the only Negro Mission in the 
Toledo Episcopal Region. The church became 
a parish of its own in 1952. Since then, it has 
grown and remained a neighborhood anchor. 
It even experienced a rebirth in the last dec-
ade, with a new sanctuary and office in 1998, 
and a new parish hall in 2002. 

In addition to its celebration dinner, the 
church has invited the members of neigh-
boring churches to spend an evening with 
them in prayer, song, and scripture. On Tues-
day, June 3, All Saints will observe its 100th 
birthday with a Holy Eucharist Service. 

As it has since its founding 100 years ago, 
All Saints Episcopal Church continues to fol-
low the words of Matthew 5:16, ‘‘Let your light 
so shine before men, that they may see your 
good works, and glorify your Father which is 
in Heaven.’’ It remains a beacon of hope and 
a sanctuary of praise while its congregants 
forge ahead on a path begun a century ago 
and built upon through successive genera-
tions. We congratulate All Saints on reaching 
this milestone, and look forward to its life and 
work in a new century.

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF MR. WILLIAM 
MECKLENBURG POLK 

HON. CAROLYN B. MALONEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask my col-
leagues to join me honoring Mr. William Meck-
lenburg Polk, who has made outstanding con-
tributions to American society. William Polk 

has truly distinguished himself throughout an 
extraordinary career in which he has served 
as a leader in the field of secondary education 
or almost four decades. During this time he 
has been an educator, coach, and mentor to 
thousands of students and colleagues. 

For the last quarter century, William Polk 
has served with distinction as the headmaster 
of the Groton School in Groton, Massachu-
setts, one of the most rigorous and respected 
secondary schools anywhere in the world. 
This spring, he will preside over his final grad-
uation ceremony before he and his wife, 
LuAnn, start their new life in Cambridge, Mas-
sachusetts, in what will no doubt be a very ac-
tive retirement. 

William Polk led the Groton School—his 
alma mater as well as that of President Frank-
lin Delano Roosevelt, Governor and Ambas-
sador Averell Harriman, countless leaders in 
every walk of American life, and several distin-
guished members of this body—with extraor-
dinary wisdom and compassion throughout his 
tenure as Headmaster. His leadership helped 
assure that Groton’s transition to a co-edu-
cational environment was successfully com-
pleted; helped usher the School through the 
onset of the digital age; and oversaw its entry 
into a new century. Fully half of the thousands 
of living Groton alumni know William Polk as 
their headmaster. 

A Phi Beta Kappa graduate of Trinity Col-
lege, William Polk is an accomplished theolo-
gian who earned a Master of Divinity degree 
at Union theological Seminary after receiving a 
Rockefeller Fellowship. He has excelled in all 
the many roles in which he has served 
throughout his career—as a headmaster, 
teacher, theologian, coach, student, husband, 
father, athlete and role model for thousands of 
young men and women. William Polk truly em-
bodies the Groton Scholl motto: ‘‘To Serve Is 
to Reign.’’

Mr. Speaker, I know that my colleagues will 
join me and two distinguished alumni of the 
Groton School, the Honorable BOBBY SCOTT 
and the Honorable JIM COOPER, in recognizing 
the extraordinary achievements and contribu-
tions to American life made by Mr. William 
Mecklenburg Polk. 

He is indeed an American of whom all of 
our colleagues and all Americans should be 
very proud.

f 

IN MEMORY OF CONGRESSMAN 
JOHN G. DOW 

HON. MAURICE D. HINCHEY 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
memorialize a distinguished former Member of 
this chamber, Congressman John G. Dow, 
who represented the lower Hudson Valley re-
gion of New York in the 89th, 90th and 92nd 
Congresses. Congressman Dow passed away 
on March 11, just two months shy of his nine-
ty-eighth birthday. 

I had the privilege to know Congressman 
Dow during my early career in politics. Others 
considered him a maverick, but I admired his 
courage, his honesty and his integrity. From 
his first days as a member of this chamber, he 
distinguished himself by taking principled 
stands on the issues, even though his stances 
endangered his political future. 
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Most famously, he is remembered as one of 

only seven Members to take a stand against 
the escalation of the Vietnam War, voting to 
end funding for military operations in Vietnam 
in 1965. In one of the first votes he cast in the 
House he bucked his party and the very pop-
ular president who had been largely respon-
sible for Dow’s election. 

It would not be until many years later that 
Dow’s vote and his activism against the Viet-
nam War would be regarded as prescient. As 
a local editorial writer pointed out some years 
after the controversial vote, ‘‘Dow was a dove 
from the start, not one who evolved to the 
point of view.’’ 

No less important was Dow’s strong stance 
against the constitutional amendment to pro-
hibit burning the American flag. Dow wisely ar-
gued that such an amendment would actually 
amend the Constitution twice—by adding a 
new amendment and by curtailing the freedom 
of speech and expression guaranteed in the 
First Amendment, that amendment which was 
most prized by our founding fathers. Ulti-
mately, that vote cost him re-election in 1968, 
but I cannot imagine a more honorable way to 
lose one’s seat in Congress than in defense of 
the integrity of our Constitution. 

During his first two consecutive terms in the 
House, from 1965 to 1969, Congressman Dow 
supported some of the most important legisla-
tion of his generation. He was an enthusiastic 
supporter of the Civil Rights movement, trav-
eling to Jackson, Mississippi and Selma, Ala-
bama to appear with the Reverend Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr. in support of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 and Voting Rights Act of 1965, and 
fighting for funding for school integration 
plans. He worked hard for the passage of 
Johnson’s Great Society programs, for the es-
tablishment of rural and community develop-
ment programs for rural areas, and voted to 
provide minimum wage protection for farm 
workers. Always, Dow argued that the military 
buildup must not crowd out such critical do-
mestic needs. 

When New York voters returned him to the 
House in the 1970 election, his committee as-
signments allowed him to shift his focus to-
ward foreign policy and environmental protec-
tion. His record on human rights for peoples 
around the world was without parallel, recom-
mending that foreign aid be directed toward 
‘‘peaceful objectives . . . and not helping 
other countries carry on war.’’ He fought the 
Nixon Administration on bringing the Vietnam 
conflict to a close, worked to increase funding 
for the Peace Corps, and sought trade restric-
tions on apartheid-era South Africa. Congress-
man Dow was also instrumental in strength-
ening the Federal Environmental Pesticide Act 
of 1971, which was reported out of the Agri-
culture Committee riddled with loopholes to 
benefit polluters, and the Federal Water Pollu-
tion Amendments of 1972. He introduced leg-
islation to establish the Council for Environ-
mental Quality, to create a permanent House 
committee on the environment, and to require 
the federal government to use only recycled 
paper. 

When Dow lost his bid for re-election in 
1972, he did not ease gently into retirement. 
On the contrary, he remained just as active 
and engaged in civic life as during his years 
in Congress. He ran for Congress three more 
times unsuccessfully, and then devoted his ef-
forts to the burgeoning antinuclear movement. 
Through the early 1980s, he was a vocal op-

ponent and stalwart activist opposing the 
Reagan Administration’s defense policies. He 
continued to argue aggressively that out of 
control military spending was hurting the econ-
omy and denying Americans adequate health 
care and education. 

Throughout his long and full life, John Dow 
never failed to be on the side of peace, justice 
and economic opportunity for all. He devoted 
his life to these principles and stuck to them 
even when it was not politically convenient to 
do so. His moral compass never strayed and 
his compassion for others never wavered. For 
me, he embodied the highest ideals of rep-
resentation in this body. 

I believe Congressman Dow’s former col-
league and esteemed veteran of this body, the 
late Congressman Morris Udall (D-Ariz) said it 
best: ‘‘Vigorous, kind, candid, honest with him-
self, his constituents and his colleagues—John 
Dow is a most remarkable man and public 
service. I am proud to be his friend.’’

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, on Tuesday, 
May 6, 2003, I was unavoidably detained in 
my district and missed rollcall votes 159, 160, 
and 161. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall votes 159, 160, and 161.

f 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO EXPAND DEFENSE DEPART-
MENT AUTHORITY FOR NUNN-
LUGAR COOPERATIVE THREAT 
REDUCTION PROGRAMS 

HON. ADAM B. SCHIFF 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in-
troduce legislation that is of utmost importance 
to our national security and our future as a 
global community. My legislation will expand 
the Defense Department’s authority for Nunn-
Lugar cooperative threat reduction programs 
outside of the former Soviet Union. My bill will 
authorize efforts to dismantle and destroy nu-
clear, chemical, and other weapons of mass 
destruction in nations such as Pakistan, India, 
North Korea, China, Iran, and Iraq. These pro-
grams have a single objective: to reduce 
stockpiles of nuclear (and non-nuclear) mate-
rials in both military and nonmilitary facilities 
that may be converted to weapons of mass 
destruction to prevent such highly dangerous 
materials from being stolen or sold to terrorist 
organizations. 

It is critical for our national security to en-
sure that terrorists do not have easy access to 
weapons of mass destruction, particularly nu-
clear weapons. Over a decade ago, the land-
mark Nunn-Lugar cooperative threat reduction 
legislation, the initiative of Senators Nunn and 
Lugar, was signed into law. This initiative was 
born out of necessity to ensure that the nu-
clear arsenal of the Soviet Union would not fall 
into the wrong hands as the Soviet empire 

was coming apart. Throughout the latter half 
of the Cold War, the Soviet and the US camps 
had achieved mutually assured destruction ca-
pability, which had resulted in an uneasy yet 
stable security with regard to our nuclear arse-
nals. The enemy was clear and identifiable. 
However, the demise of the Soviet empire 
ushered in a new post-Cold War period with 
unclear and unidentifiable threats, and a new 
and very real sense of urgency, instability and 
insecurity. 

At this critical juncture, Congress estab-
lished the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Re-
duction (CTR) program in 1991, authorizing 
the use of Defense Department funds to assist 
with the safe and secure transportation, stor-
age, and dismantlement of nuclear, chemical 
and other weapons in the former Soviet Union. 
In the ten years since, while much has been 
done to dismantle Russia’s and the former So-
viet Republics’ nuclear weapons, the dangers 
persist, and in some cases have increased. 

In addition to the traditional nuclear weap-
ons and materials concerns in the former So-
viet Union, there are new and emerging 
threats from nuclear proliferators such as 
North Korea, Pakistan, and China, as well as 
Libya, Iran, Iraq, and stateless terrorist organi-
zations headed by individuals such as Osama 
Bin Laden, that are actively in search of their 
next deal on nuclear weapons technology and 
components. It is this latter type of threat—the 
unclear, mobile, and not easily identifiable 
source of threat—that compels us to continue 
and increase our efforts to secure nuclear 
weapons and materials wherever they may be 
found. 

The world has changed, and with it so to 
have the threats. We cannot afford to cut back 
on such worthwhile programs as Nunn-Lugar 
and other non-proliferation programs. There is 
much work to be done, and we must be in-
creasingly vigilant in an ever-changing world 
with new threats that go far beyond nuclear 
weapons. 

Significant progress has been made thus 
far, as reported in the May 2001 Cooperative 
Threat Reduction Scorecard issued by the De-
partment of Defense. With regard to the estab-
lished CTR Baseline attributed to Russia 
under the START process, the Nunn-Lugar 
program has successfully deactivated 5,504 of 
the 13,3000 Warheads; destroyed 423 of the 
1,473 ICBMs; eliminated 383 of the 831 ICBM 
Silos; eliminated 85 of the 167 Bombers; de-
stroyed 483 of the 487 Long-Range Nuclear 
ALCMs; eliminated 352 of the 728 SLBM 
Launchers; eliminated 209 of the 936 SLBMs; 
destroyed 19 of the 48 SSBNs; and sealed all 
194 Nuclear Test Tunnels. In addition, 
Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus—the three 
former Soviet nuclear powerhouses—are nu-
clear weapons free, according to the Defense 
Threat Reduction Agency of the Department of 
Defense. 

The Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tion program can and should be credited for 
significant achievements in reducing threats 
from the former Soviet Union. However, con-
tinuing economic and social weaknesses in 
Russia, coupled with an eroding early warning 
system, poorly secured Russian nuclear, bio-
logical and chemical weapons and materials, 
and poorly paid Russian weapons scientists 
and security personnel, increase the threat of 
mass destruction on an unprecedented scale, 
especially if they fall into the hands of terror-
ists or rogue nations. 

VerDate Jan 31 2003 05:50 May 10, 2003 Jkt 019060 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 0626 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\K09MY8.001 E09PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — Extensions of RemarksE920 May 9, 2003
Mr. Speaker, now more than ever we must 

make a fundamental shift in the way we think 
about nuclear weapons, the spread of weap-
ons of mass destruction, and our national se-
curity. My bill will authorize the Department of 
Defense to expand their cooperative threat re-
duction programs outside of the former Soviet 
Union.

f 

URGING THE FCC TO RELEASE ITS 
TRIENNIAL REVIEW 

HON. MICHAEL BILIRAKIS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
address the inaction of the Federal Commu-
nications Commission (FCC) regarding the Tri-
ennial Review of the 1996 Telecommuni-
cations Act adopted on February 20, 2003. 

Mr. Speaker, regardless of where members 
come down on the issue of local telephone 
competition, one thing is clear to all of us; NO 
ONE has seen the order which was adopted 
more than two months ago. If the House of 
Representatives considers legislation per-
taining to this matter, we should have the ac-
tual document to review before we vote. 

The FCC adopted rules dealing with local 
telephone competition more than two months 
ago that have yet to be put to paper so that 
the affected companies can review the order, 
and the telecommunications industry is hem-
orrhaging. Jobs, capital investment and inves-
tor equity are being squandered at an unprec-
edented rate. This lack of clarity is prolonging 
this downward spiral. Many have referred to 
the chaos and uncertainty in the industry 
caused by this order. While some of this may 
be rhetoric, every day that goes by adds more 
credence to the fact that the delay in the re-
lease of this order is detrimental to the tele-
communications industry. 

I urge the FCC to release its Triennial Re-
view as soon as possible.

f 

YOUNG ISRAEL HONORS LANCE 
KAWESCH AND EMILY STEIN 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Speaker, on this coming 
Sunday, May 11, Young Israel of Brookline, 
Massachusetts will honor Lance Kawesch and 
Emily Stein, ‘‘for the years of excellent service, 
tireless devotion and total dedication to Young 
Israel and our community.’’ 

Mr. Kawesch and Ms. Stein joined Young 
Israel shortly after their marriage, and have 
been hard working and valuable members of 
the Congregation ever since. Lance has 
served as President, and Emily is the Office 
Manager and Director of Operations. Between 
them, they have organized, supported, and 
contributed to a wide range of the important 
educational, religious, charitable and cultural 
activities which mark the work of Young Israel. 
Young Israel is a vibrant part of the district 

which I represent, and I am pleased to have 
the chance to join the members of Young 
Israel in saluting the important work of Lance 
Kawesch and Emily Stein.

f 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN BELARUS AND 
CHECHNYA 

HON. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, as 
Co-Chairman of the Organization on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, I have followed 
with particular concern both the deadly climate 
in Chechnya and the deterioration of human 
rights in Belarus. Such violations of basic 
human rights deserve focused criticism, and it 
is appropriate that the agenda of the United 
Nations Commission on Human Rights in-
cluded resolutions on each situation. 

On April 17, the U.N. Commission voted 
23–14 with 16 abstentions to approve a U.S.-
cosponsored resolution urging the Belarusian 
authorities to investigate ‘‘fully and impartially’’ 
credible reports that senior government offi-
cials were involved in the disappearances in 
1999 and 2000 of leading opposition figures 
and a journalist. 

I have followed these cases closely and 
have become increasingly frustrated at the 
Belarusian regime’s intransigence in meaning-
fully investigating these disappearances. Here 
in Washington and at OSCE Parliamentary 
Assembly meetings in Paris and Berlin, I have 
had occasion to meet with the wives of the 
disappeared. These meetings have been 
heart-wrenching. The cases of their hus-
bands—who disappeared in 1999 and 2000 
and are presumed to have been murdered—
offer a chilling glimpse into the nature of the 
regime of Belarusian dictator Alexander 
Lukashenka, a regime that has the worst 
human rights record in Europe today. In Feb-
ruary, I introduced H.R. 854, the Belarus De-
mocracy Act, designed to bolster democratic 
development in that beleaguered country, and 
I am pleased that the State Department au-
thorization bill approved yesterday by the 
House International Relations Committee in-
cludes key provisions of the Belarus Democ-
racy Act. This bill encourages sanctions 
against the Belarusian regime until certain 
conditions are met, including a full accounting 
of these tragic disappearances. 

The Belarusian people deserve to live in a 
society where democratic principles and 
human rights are respected and the rule of 
law is paramount, and I believe that the pas-
sage of the U.N. Human Rights Commission 
resolution is an important step towards that 
end. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish I could report that the 
U.N. Commission on Human Rights had acted 
with equal conscience on the issue of 
Chechnya. We all know the desperate human 
rights situation in that war-torn region of the 
Russian Federation. Since the Chechen war 
reignited in 1999, international and domestic 
Russian human rights organizations have doc-
umented the disproportionate and indiscrimi-
nate use of force by elements of the Russian 
military, as well as extrajudicial killings, abuse 

of prisoners, kidnaping, rape, and extortion of 
civilians. According to official statistics, 2,800 
persons are missing in Chechnya; mutilated 
bodies of young Chechen males turn up al-
most daily. A representative of the respected 
human rights organization Memorial reported 
at a recent Helsinki Commission briefing that 
‘‘one of the recent tendencies is to explode 
the corpses’’ in order to prevent identification. 
Needless to say, all of this is in clear violation 
of the Geneva Convention and the OSCE 
Code of Conduct during internal conflicts. 

What’s left of the Chechen capital of Grozny 
after Russian artillery shelling has been com-
pared to the ruins of Stalingrad in 1943. Ac-
cording to the U.N., there are 92,000 internally 
displaced persons forced to flee from the fight-
ing, with around 17,000 living in tent camps in 
neighboring Ingushetia. 

Chechen forces are not entirely blameless. 
There are credible reports of their executing 
prisoners and using non-combatants as 
human shields. They have also assassinated 
pro-Moscow Chechen officials. The U.S. Gov-
ernment has placed three militant groups in-
volved in the Chechen resistance on its list of 
terrorist groups. 

Still, is this an excuse for Russia’s savage 
war against the civilian population? 

Despite all the documentation and eye-
witness testimony on egregious human rights 
violations committed in Chechnya, the Com-
mission on Human Rights rejected by a vote 
of 15–21 an even-handed European Union 
resolution expressing deep concern at the re-
ported ongoing violations of international law 
in Chechnya. I note that the U.S. delegation 
did not cosponsor the resolution, though it did 
support it when the measure came to a vote. 
We should not be surprised that China, Sudan 
and Zimbabwe voted against the resolution. I 
do find it disconcerting, though, that the dele-
gations of Armenia and Ukraine are in that 
less than distinguished company. 

Ambassador Jean Kirkpatrick, Head of the 
U.S. Delegation to the U.N. Commission 
noted: ‘‘The United States believes it important 
that the Commission address the serious 
human rights abuses that have occurred in 
Chechnya. We recognize Russia’s right to de-
fend its territorial integrity and itself against 
terrorism. The broader conflict in Chechnya 
cannot be resolved militarily and requires a 
political solution. Human rights violations by 
Russian forces in Chechnya need to be cur-
tailed, and abusers held accountable.’’ 

So the people of Chechnya continue to suf-
fer, and the U.N. Commission on Human 
Rights looks the other way.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. XAVIER BECERRA 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, on April 29, 
2003 through May 1, 2003, due to medical 
reasons, I was unable to cast my floor vote on 
rollcall Nos. 146 through 158. 

Had I been present for the votes, I would 
have voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall votes 146, 147, 
148, 150, and 158; and I would have voted 
‘‘nay’’ on rollcall votes 149, 151, 152, 153, 
154, 155, 156, and 157.
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H.R. 1350—IMPROVING EDUCATION 

RESULTS FOR CHILDREN WITH 
DISABILITIES ACT OF 2003

HON. TOM UDALL 
OF NEW MEXICO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in opposition to H.R. 1350. When 
Congress made the leap to dramatically 
change the way the nation treats the edu-
cation of disabled students in 1975 when it 
created IDEA, it made a commitment to pro-
viding a free, quality education to children who 
previously had been neglected by the system. 
This commitment to fund 40 percent of the ex-
cess cost of education for children with disabil-
ities was unprecedented. Six million children 
who had once been forced to seek private 
education or forego education altogether were 
given the opportunity that so many children 
take for granted. At least, that was the idea. 

Unfortunately, this body has continued to 
neglect these children by refusing to fully fund 
the program. Today we had the opportunity to 
show these children, their parents, and their 
educators how serious we are about their edu-
cation—but passing H.R. 1350 will be a failure 
to do that. Not only does the bill fail to fund 
IDEA above the 18 percent we currently give 
to the 40 percent Congress promised, but it 
actually sets back the education of children 
with disabilities. In fact, this bill weakens the 
civil rights protections that were initially estab-
lished with IDEA, undermines parental involve-
ment and even creates the potential for dis-
abled students to be punished for actions re-
lated to their disabilities. When the Majority 
promises to leave no child behind, does it 
make an exception for children with disabil-
ities? 

Many groups, including the PTA, the Na-
tional Mental Health Association, and the Chil-
dren’s Defense Fund oppose this bill because 
it falls short of improving education for children 
with disabilities. It has become clear that this 
bill favors school administrators—not children, 
parents, and the teachers who work so hard to 
give disabled children an equitable education. 

I strongly support a good public education 
for all children and I believe that every child is 
entitled to the same. Those who passed IDEA 
in 1975 shared that view, and they set a goal 
to give students with disabilities the treatment 
and education they deserve. Unfortunately, 
this bill fails to live up to what the original au-
thors of IDEA intended, and I must vote 
against it. However, I am committed to special 
education and I will continue to work to pass 
a bill that accomplishes the intended goals set 
out under the original Act.

f 

REMEMBRANCE ON MOTHER’S DAY 

HON. DARLENE HOOLEY 
OF OREGON 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, as 
we approach the Mother’s Day weekend, I rise 
today to remember the mothers of missing 
children, or mothers whose children’s lives 
have tragically ended in violence. Our 
thoughts and prayers are with them. 

Most of you remember the story of the two 
Oregon City girls who disappeared on their 
way to school last year: Ashley Pond in Janu-
ary and Miranda Gaddis in March. 

Months later after a lengthy search by law 
enforcement and the community, the entire 
Nation was horrified as the FBI and Oregon 
City Police dug up the backyard of a home 
neighboring their apartment complex to dis-
cover the girls’ bodies. 

Ashley and Miranda were just 13 years old 
when their precious young lives ended in vio-
lence. I think of them often. 

Throughout the last year, my staff and I 
have gotten to know Michelle Duffey, the 
mother of Miranda. She has survived horrors 
unimaginable except to those who have lived 
through this kind of terrible tragedy them-
selves. Less than 1 year after learning of her 
daughter’s fate, Michelle is trying to rebuild a 
life for herself and her family. 

Just consider for a moment, that throughout 
her grieving process, Michelle has been rec-
ognized in the grocery store and on the street. 
She continues to be called upon for numerous 
media interviews. This sort of notoriety must 
be very, very hard for her and her family to 
endure. And yet Michelle has taken that atten-
tion, gained some strength from the commu-
nity’s support, and has used that courageously 
to advocate on behalf of missing children and 
their families. I admire her fortitude. And I 
greatly appreciate her public service. 

I will continue to stand by Michelle Duffey in 
her efforts to prevent this type of tragedy from 
happening to someone else’s child. 

Each year, nearly 800,000 children are re-
ported missing according to the U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice’s Office of Juvenile Justice 
and Delinquency Prevention. This includes 
children who run away, who are abducted by 
family members and the most serious and 
deadly kidnappings, those by strangers. I am 
proud to be a member of the Missing Chil-
dren’s Caucus that supported the passage of 
the national AMBER Alert plan, that takes im-
portant steps to prevent such tragedies as 
happened in Oregon City. No legislation will 
ever prevent 100 percent of the atrocious 
crimes perpetrated against our Nation’s chil-
dren, but it is up to us to try. Michelle Duffey 
has been one of its strongest and best advo-
cates. 

This Sunday, I will remember Miranda and 
Ashley’s mothers in my thoughts as we honor 
our Nation’s mothers. I ask you to keep in 
mind all the mothers across America who are 
missing their children at this time, and to offer 
your thoughts and prayers for them and their 
children.

f 

NAVY JUNIOR ROTC 

HON. SOLOMON P. ORTIZ 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise with pride 
today to recognize an outstanding Navy Junior 
ROTC from Corpus Christi, Texas, in my con-
gressional district. 

The Flour Bluff High School’s Navy Junior 
ROTC is easily the very best in the country, 
having won the national title among all Navy 
Junior ROTC programs in the country for the 
past seven years. So they are used to being 
known as the ‘‘best of the best.’’

This week, they made their domination of 
Junior ROTC competitions complete by win-
ning competitions against units from every 
branch of the service. For the first time, both 
the armed and unarmed drill teams from Flour 
Bluff won the all-service competition against 
teams from all other military branches. 

The 33 students from the Coastal Bend of 
Texas who won the competition of 4,000 stu-
dents on 155 teams were simply spectacular 
at the All Service Grand National Champion-
ship competition in Daytona Beach, Fla. 

Both young women and men have com-
peted for the championship—and both have 
won. The young women of Junior ROTC won 
the national title in 2000. The following year, 
the young men took the championship. But 
this year, they accomplished a new goal by 
both taking home the championship. 

They are judged on drills, precision march-
ing, personal appearance and their knowledge 
regarding current events. While these are ex-
ceptional young people who are outstanding 
young leaders, they have a visionary example 
of leadership in their unit Commander, 
Armando Solis. 

Commander Solis has nurtured these teen-
agers through seven consecutive titles for the 
Flour Bluff High School Navy Junior ROTC. It 
is largely through his dedicated guidance that 
Flour Bluff’s Navy Junior ROTC has been ex-
tremely successful in their national competi-
tions. 

I am particularly proud of these young peo-
ple under Commander Solis’ guidance. ROTC 
is a feeder program for tomorrow’s officer 
corps, and there are a number of people who 
are serving us in uniform today who came 
through this particular program, and from Jun-
ior ROTC programs across the nation. 

I ask my colleagues to join me today in 
commending the Flour Bluff High School’s 
Navy Junior ROTC for their excellence.

f 

A BILL TO PERMANENTLY EX-
TEND THE WORK OPPORTUNITY 
AND WELFARE-TO-WORK TAX 
CREDITS AND IMPROVE THE 
PROGRAMS 

HON. AMO HOUGHTON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
joined by my colleague from New York, Mr. 
RANGEL, in introducing our bill, ‘‘Encouraging 
Work Act of 2003.’’ The bill would permanently 
extend the Work Opportunity Tax Credit 
(WOTC) and the Welfare-to-Work Credit (W–
t–W) and make other changes discussed 
below. Both programs are currently due to ex-
pire on December 31, 2003. The credits are 
tax incentives designed to encourage employ-
ers to hire public assistance recipients and 
other individuals with barriers to employment. 
They are important tools in our efforts to help 
needy individuals become productive employ-
ees. 

Improvements in the programs the past few 
years have made WOTC and W–t–W far more 
effective in providing employment, with train-
ing, for our nation’s disadvantaged. Such train-
ing can be costly and the credits provide an 
incentive to employers to hire the disadvan-
taged and provide the needed training while 
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offsetting costs associated with the latter ef-
fort. 

Of course, many believe the programs 
would be even more successful if they could 
be extended indefinitely. We hear from both 
employers and state job services, which ad-
minister the programs, that the continued un-
certainty surrounding short-term extensions 
impedes expanded participation and improve-
ments in program administration. If the pro-
grams were made permanent, employers, both 
large and small, would be induced to expand 
their recruitment efforts and encourage the 
states to improve the administration of the pro-
grams. Such a change would benefit every-
one. 

WOTC provides employers a 40-percent tax 
credit on the first $6,000 of wages paid to 
those from targeted groups who are working 
at least 400 hours, or a partial credit of 25 
percent for those working 120–399 hours. W–
t–W provides employers a 35-percent tax 
credit on the first $10,000 of wages for those 
leaving welfare and working 400 hours in the 
first year. In the second year, the W–t–W 
credit is 50 percent of the first $10,000 of 
wages paid to qualifying employees. 

In addition to making the credits permanent, 
our bill would simplify WOTC and W–t–W, as 
President Bush recommended in the Adminis-
tration’s FY 2004 budget, by combining them 
into one credit and making the rules for com-
puting credits simpler. Among other changes, 
the bill would expand the food stamp category 
by increasing the age limit from 24 to 39 years 
of age for members of food stamp households 
and residents of enterprise zones or renewal 
communities (‘‘a designated community resi-
dent’’). The current ceiling of 24 limits the 
availability of individuals in these targeted cat-
egories. There are many individuals, over the 
age of 24, who could be gainfully employed if 
the age limit was expanded. Currently, the 
programs do an excellent job of helping 
women on welfare enter into the workforce. 
Over 80 percent of the hires in the programs 
are women. However, men from welfare 
households face a greater barrier to employ-
ment because they are no longer eligible for 
welfare once they turn 18. However, they can 
qualify up to age 24 if they are a member of 
a household receiving food stamps or live in 
an enterprise zone or renewal community. We 
believe increasing the age limit to 39 will pro-
vide employers an incentive to hire more ‘‘at-
risk’’ males and provide them with a sense of 
personal responsibility and self-esteem in as-
suming their responsibilities as parents and 
members of society. 

More than 80 percent of the 2.2 million indi-
viduals hired under the WOTC and W–t–W 
programs were previously dependent on public 
assistance programs. However, during periods 
of slow economic growth and rising unemploy-
ment, employers have more hiring options. 
The jobs skills of those coming off welfare 
today—many because they have reached their 
5-year life time eligibility ceiling—are even less 
than the first generation that left the welfare 
rolls. Because of the high cost of recruiting, 
training, supervising low-skilled individuals, 
many employers will look elsewhere for em-
ployees if these programs are not renewed 
before the end of the year. WOTC and W–t–
W are proven incentives for encouraging em-
ployers to seek employees from the targeted 
groups. 

We urge our colleagues to join us in co-
sponsoring this important legislation to extend 
and improve the two programs.

f 

HONORING DELONE BRADFORD-
GLOVER 

HON. ROB BISHOP 
OF UTAH 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
today to honor a tremendous individual and 
important representative of all who have 
worked so hard to preserve historic sites 
across the State of Utah. Delone Bradford-
Glover has devoted a remarkable amount of 
time, energy and heart to the noble cause of 
preserving the Golden Spike National Historic 
Site. I wish to commend her unselfish devotion 
and dedication. 

Delone began working with Bernice Gibbs 
Anderson over 50 years ago. Together they 
were the champions of the preservation of the 
Golden Spike. Delone was instrumental in as-
suring that the Last Spike Site at Promontory 
Summit received national recognition through 
its inclusion in the National Park System. 
Delone was President of the Golden Spike As-
sociation for more than 25 years. In that time 
Delone had the tremendous responsibility of 
planning every anniversary celebration and 
event, including recruiting re-enactment partici-
pants and ceremony guests, until retiring as 
active President two years ago. Specifically 
admirable was her work on the Centennial 
Celebration in 1969 when she lobbied for the 
anniversary celebration to take place and 
worked so hard to make it such a success. In 
1994, Delone set out to save the Brigham City 
Depot and it was her work that encouraged 
the Union Pacific Railroad to deed that land to 
the Golden Spike Association on the 125th 
Anniversary year. 

I take great pleasure in honoring this amaz-
ing citizen for her service to the Golden Spike. 
Her selfless devotion has impacted and will 
continue to effect countless generations of 
those in her community and the State of Utah 
as a whole. I would like to thank Delone Brad-
ford-Glover for truly being the ‘‘Heart of the 
Golden Spike.’’

f 

RECOGNIZING ANTHONY K. SITTER 
ON HIS APPOINTMENT TO THE 
U.S. NAVAL ACADEMY 

HON. PAUL E. GILLMOR 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. GILLMOR. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pride that I rise today to recognize my con-
stituent, Anthony K. Sitter of Bowling Green, 
OH, who recently accepted his appointment to 
the U.S. Naval Academy. 

Anthony will soon graduate from Bowling 
Green High School. During his high school ca-
reer, he has maintained a 3.9 grade point av-
erage. He is an accomplished athlete, earning 
multiple varsity letters in swimming. And, he 
has demonstrated his strong leadership ability, 
serving as class president and as a delegate 
to Buckeye Boys State. He is a member of the 
National Honor Society. 

Anthony Sitter can be very proud of his 
many accomplishments. He is a credit to his 
family, his school, and his community. By ac-
cepting his appointment, Anthony is accepting 
a unique challenge. 

The Academy is the pinnacle of leadership 
development for the United States Navy. As a 
member of the U.S. Brigade of Midshipmen, 
he will face a most demanding academic cur-
riculum and physical regimen. He will live, 
study and prepare in an environment where 
strong leadership thrives, individual achieve-
ment is expected, and personal integrity is de-
manded. 

Mr. Speaker, General John W. Vessey, Jr. 
once wrote, ‘‘The Nation’s ability to remain 
free and at peace depends in no small meas-
ure on whether we will continue to inspire our 
youth to serve.’’ 

I am confident that Anthony Sitter has the 
character and ability to excel at the U.S. Naval 
Academy. I ask my colleagues to join me in 
wishing him well as he begins his very impor-
tant service to our Nation.

f 

TRIBUTE TO ELIZABETH NEUFFER 

HON. MARTIN T. MEEHAN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to a Elizabeth Neuffer, a Boston 
Globe journalist who died in a car accident 
today while covering the conflict in Iraq. 

Elizabeth was a well-respected journalist 
with the Globe, New England’s largest daily 
newspaper. During the 1980s, she won a rep-
utation for courageous reporting for her work 
on war crimes in the Balkans. She went on to 
report from Rwanda after the genocide; from 
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait and Iraq during the first 
Gulf War; and from the Soviet Union during 
the transition from Gorbachev to Yeltsin. 

Her most recent assignment was the United 
Nations, and after covering the war in Afghani-
stan, she underwent training for reporters to 
be imbedded in Iraq and was helping to cover 
the ongoing conflict with her colleagues at the 
Globe. She was passionate about covering the 
reconstruction effort, and at the time of her 
death she was working on a story about ef-
forts to remove the influence of the Ba’ath 
Party. 

Her unique perspective as a reporter cov-
ering the realities of genocide helped her 
transfer an abstract debate about war crimes 
prosecution into a book, ‘‘The Key to My 
Neighbor’s House: Seeking Justice in Bosnia 
and Rwanda.’’ 

Among her many awards while serving as 
the Globe’s European bureau chief were the 
Courage in Journalism Award, as well as the 
Edward R. Murrow Fellow of the Council on 
Foreign Relations. 

Elizabeth once said, ‘‘The truth may be haz-
ardous to those who tell it, but truth is not 
dangerous, disinformation is. As I saw in Bos-
nia and Rwanda, it is propaganda that fans 
the flames of hatred.’’ 

Elizabeth will be missed not only by her 
family, friends, and those who loved her, but 
by those of us who had the privilege to work 
with her in the world of politics and journalism.
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A TRIBUTE TO LILLIE MAE EVANS 

FEREBEE 

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in honor of 
Lillie Mae Evans Ferebee in recognition of her 
100th birthday celebration and her commit-
ment to her community. 

Lillie Mae Evans Ferebee, the eldest daugh-
ter of the late Willie and Sarah Evans, was 
born on May 2, 1903 in Greenborough, Geor-
gia. She is the only child from a family of six 
children. Mrs. Ferebee moved to New York in 
1937 where she met and married her hus-
band, the late Livingston Ferebee. 

Although God never blessed them with bio-
logical children, they raised many family mem-
bers and neighborhood children who have 
risen to become professionals throughout the 
great city of New York. The special gifts from 
God are her beloved daughter, Sharon Borno 
and her granddaughter, Yolanda Denise Tay-
lor. Mrs. Ferebee has been the mother of 
these ladies from the time of their births. 

Many beautiful people are found in the Bor-
ough of Brooklyn, including Ms. Ferebee her-
self, who at the age of 100 years old resides 
in the Brevoort Housing Development of the 
Bedford Stuyvesant community. Mrs. Ferebee 
is affectionately known as ‘‘Duchess’’ to her 
family. 

A retired supervisor with the federal govern-
ment at the Brooklyn Navy Yard, Mrs. Ferebee 
has lived her life with the axiom of helping 
those who are unable to care for themselves. 
She graduated and completed her early edu-
cation in Greensborough, Georgia. Mrs. 
Ferebee has traveled throughout the United 
States as a motivational speaker. Prior to her 
retirement, Mrs. Ferebee administered care to 
many children in her neighborhood, enabling 
them to complete college and become busi-
ness and health professionals, lawyers, and 
doctors. She has advocated on tenant issues 
for over 30 (thirty) years in the Brevoort Devel-
opment. Mrs. Ferebee has been well re-
spected for her role as captain of the Brevoort 
Tenant Association. Over the years, she has 
received numerous awards from the New York 
City Housing Authority, the Mt. Carmel Baptist 
Church, the Eastern Order, and many other 
community organizations. 

Mr. Speaker, I’d like to salute Ms. Lillie Mary 
Evans Ferebee on her 100th birthday celebra-
tion. She is truly a gift from God and an hon-
est and virtuous woman! As such, she is more 
than worthy of receiving our recognition today. 
I therefore urge my colleagues to join me in 
honoring this remarkable woman.

f 

OROFINO HIGH SCHOOL 

HON. C.L. ‘‘BUTCH’’ OTTER 
OF IDAHO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ac-
knowledge and praise the students of the 
Orofino High School Government Class for 
participating in the ‘‘We the People: The Cit-
izen and the Constitution’’ national contest. 
The following students were recognized as the 

state winners: Tarina Anderson, Kelly Burge, 
Rachel Burrell, Sam Christiansen, Kayleen 
Copeland, Melissa Dangman, David Dobyns, 
Desirae Downing, Whitney Gochnour, Maggie 
Hall, Holly Jones, Mallory Larson, Hana 
Nedoma, Terra Rintelen, Brianna Savage, 
Jessica Silva, and Kyle Stanley. They com-
peted in the national contest in Washington, 
D.C., displaying their knowledge of the gov-
ernment institutions of the United States and 
the ideals upon which our democratic form of 
government is based. Their teacher, Cindy 
Wilson, also should be commended for her 
commitment to teaching Constitutional prin-
ciples and instilling an appreciation for civic 
participation in her students.

f 

TRIBUTE TO DR. DOUGLAS R. 
JACKSON 

HON. DAVE CAMP 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to pay 
tribute to Dr. Douglas R. Jackson in celebra-
tion of his 25th anniversary with the Commu-
nity Baptist Church. 

Dr. Jackson founded the Community Baptist 
Church in Saginaw, Michigan in 1981, and has 
been the President of Michigan Association of 
Christian Schools since 1990. He is a board 
member of the Independent Fundamental 
Baptist Association of Michigan and the Inter-
national Baptist Mission in Tempe, Arizona. 
He is also chairman of the board at Maranatha 
Baptist Bible College in Watertown, Wisconsin, 
and treasurer of the board for Baptist World 
Mission in Huntsville, Alabama. Dr. Jackson’s 
further accomplishments include his legislative 
lobbying for Christian education, and national 
recognition for the Michigan Association of 
Christian Schools. 

I am honored today to recognize Dr. Doug-
las R. Jackson for his many accomplishments, 
and to wish him the best on the celebration of 
his 25 years with the Community Baptist 
Church.

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 1298, UNITED STATES 
LEADERSHIP AGAINST HIV/AIDS, 
TUBERCULOSIS, AND MALARIA 
ACT OF 2003

SPEECH OF 

HON. LORETTA SANCHEZ 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 1, 2003

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to voice my support for 
H.R. 1298, the United States Leadership 
Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria 
Act of 2003. 

This bill provides desperately needed funds 
to combat the global HIV/AIDS pandemic, and 
we must act now. 

The fact that such a bill is before us today 
is due to the efforts of grassroots organiza-
tions all over this country. I would like to per-
sonally thank Thomas Peterson and the Aids 
Services Foundation of Orange County. Their 
efforts save lives, and I applaud their commit-
ment and compassion. 

In addition to the funding provided in the bill, 
this legislation also advances the so-called 
ABC methodology for prevention: Abstinence, 
Be Faithful, use Condoms—in that order. 

Apparently this is not enough for the right 
wing of the Republican Party. They will offer 
amendments to make it an abstinence only 
bill. I urge this body to reject such proposals. 

Mr. HYDE has done a fantastic job in draft-
ing a bill that should have broad bipartisan 
support, and I commend him and thank him 
for his efforts. He has set forth a reasonable 
and sane program for prevention of HIV/AIDS, 
and we should not let uncompromising ide-
ology prevent us from saving the lives of mil-
lions of people.

f 

RECOGNIZING THE AMERICAN LE-
GION AUXILIARY UNIT 364 
AWARD RECIPIENTS 

HON. TOM DAVIS 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize an extraordinary group 
of men and women in Northern Virginia. This 
year, members of the American Legion Auxil-
iary Unit 364 in Woodbridge, Virginia have re-
ceived several awards and honors and several 
members are serving as officers at District and 
Department level. These accomplished individ-
uals are valued contributors to the Northern 
Virginia community, and I commend them for 
their efforts. 

As the 2002–2003 16th District President, 
Barbara A. Stevenson presided over 11 Units 
in the Northern Zone, Department of Virginia. 

Kara Byrd served as the Commander of 
Post 364 and was honored twice for her hard 
work this year. She was the recipient of the 
Department of Virginia Member of the Year 
Award for 2001–2002. She also earned the 
Kathleen Seefeldt Community Service Award 
from the Dale City Civic Association. 

Devon Cabot served as Honorary Junior 
Vice President, Southern Division for 2002–
2003. 

Laura Carruthers served as Department of 
Virginia Junior Secretary for 2002–2003. 

Unit 364 Junior President Meaghan Cabot 
received the Department of Virginia Junior 
Member of the Year Award for 2001–2002. 

Receiving the American Legion Auxiliary 
National Award for the most outstanding Unit 
Community Service Program in the Southern 
Division for 2001–2002 was Cathy Carruthers, 
also the Department of Virginia National Secu-
rity Chairman for 2002–2003. 

Another multiple award winner, Marcia 
Wheatley, served as Department of Virginia 
Legislative Chairman for 2002–2003. She was 
chosen for the American Legion Auxiliary Na-
tional Award for the most outstanding Unit 
Legislative Program in the Southern Division 
for 2001–2002 and also received the Cath-
erine Spellane Citizen of the Year Award pre-
sented by the Dale City Civic Association. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like to take 
this opportunity to thank all the men and 
women who serve the American Legion Auxil-
iary Unit 364. Their constant efforts on behalf 
of the community, state, and nation deserve 
our highest praise. I ask that my colleagues 
join me in congratulating this group of extraor-
dinary citizens.
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INTRODUCTION OF THE STRA-

TEGIC MATERIALS ACT OF 2003

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro-
ducing the Strategic Materials Act of 2003, 
legislation that would ensure that we retain the 
ability and capacity to produce strategic met-
als, so important to our defense and many 
other vital industries in the United States. 

I am a big supporter of free trade, but I also 
understand that the United States must take 
care that it does not become completely and 
totally dependent on another country for mate-
rials that could be vital to our defense. One 
such class of materials for which I believe we 
need to take care to maintain the capacity to 
produce is the raw material used to make tita-
nium, and other nickel-based alloys, that are 
absolutely vital to maintaining our military, as 
well as important to our aerospace industry 
and other areas of our economy as well. Let 
me be clear, as a supporter of free trade, I do 
not suggest the U.S. erect barriers to the trade 
of these materials, I just suggest that we 
should not unilaterally dismantle and offer 
preferences to the importation of these spe-
cific materials. My bill will ensure that these 
specific import-sensitive strategic materials are 
not eligible for Generalized System of Pref-
erences or GSP designation. 

The GSP designation is designed to pro-
mote economic growth and development in 
designated developing countries, and I support 
using trade as a means to stimulate a devel-
oping country’s exports and economy. Trade 
can be a better way to provide assistance, be-
cause it helps to develop a country rather than 
just providing direct aid. That said, I have con-
cerns that GSP is not appropriate for certain 
strategic materials, especially given that other 
countries already have significant market 
share in some of these materials. Extending 
GSP to these strategic materials could very 
well mean the United States loses the capac-
ity to produce these materials domestically, as 
well as lose jobs. The reason for GSP, to pro-
vide assistance to develop an export industry 
in a developing country, does not appear ap-
propriate when a foreign country or countries 
already control a significant share of the U.S. 
market. 

The legislation I am introducing today sends 
a clear message that, given the importance of 
maintaining a strong military and the impor-
tance to other sectors of the economy, we 
should not hasten to offer preferences, for that 
risks complete dependence on foreign coun-
tries for strategic materials like titanium 
sponge—the basis for titanium. We must take 
care we do not use a program designed to as-
sist developing countries’ trade to inadvert-
ently assist the demise of our domestic capac-
ity to produce these materials that help make 
our military the strongest in the world.

f 

MACV 

HON. BETTY McCOLLUM 
OF MINNESOTA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in recognition of the Minnesota Assistance 

Council for Veterans (MACV), and in honor of 
their receiving the National Coalition for 
Homeless Veterans 2003 Outstanding Mem-
ber Award. 

The Outstanding Member Award is pre-
sented annually to the coalition member that 
demonstrates ‘‘exemplary commitment and 
service to American’s homeless veterans.’’ 
Through a strong, collaborative partnership 
with medical and veterans’ centers across 
Minnesota and an unmatched commitment to 
the state’s homeless veterans population, the 
MACV has met and exceeded these qualifica-
tions. As a result, this award recognizes the 
tremendous achievements the MACV has pro-
vided for all Minnesota citizens. 

Since 1992, when it opened its first office in 
my Congressional District, the MACV has 
grown significantly. Today, the MACV oper-
ates eight transitional housing facilities 
throughout the state. By providing food, hous-
ing, employment and school opportunities in a 
structured, affordable program, the MACV rep-
resents a model organization for other states 
to replicate. 

As we celebrate the achievements of the 
MACV and all our nation’s homeless assist-
ance programs, I urge my colleagues to re-
member the thousands of homeless veterans 
across the United States that go without help 
each and every day. On any given night, 
275,000 veterans of the United States armed 
forces—including thousands in Minnesota—
are homeless, and many struggle with alcohol, 
drug and mental challenges. It is critical that 
we continue to support the efforts of those 
who seek to provide these honorable veterans 
with a better way-of-life. 

I commend the Minnesota Assistance Coun-
cil for Veterans and their staff for this award, 
and thank the thousands of people across the 
United States committed to helping our na-
tion’s homeless veterans each and every day.

f 

CONGRATULATING THE CIN-
CINNATI ART MUSEUM ON ITS 
NEW CINCINNATI WING 

HON. ROB PORTMAN 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to salute 
the Cincinnati Art Museum on the occasion of 
the opening of its new Cincinnati Wing. 

The Cincinnati Wing showcases 400 works 
of art with connections to Cincinnati, the 
Queen City, in 15 renovated galleries encom-
passing 18,000 square feet of space. The gal-
leries are decorated with recreations of period 
wallpaper depicting the 200 year story of our 
great American city’s history. This award-win-
ning project also features panoramic views of 
beautiful Eden Park and downtown Cincinnati. 

The elegant new space will allow rarely 
viewed Cincinnati art to be displayed. The col-
lection includes paintings, sculptures and dec-
orative art from the late 19th century to the 
1980s. From the great ceramics of Rookwood 
Pottery and the superb carved furniture of 
Aesthetic Movement craftsmen such as Benn 
Pitman, to the sculpture of Hiram Powers and 
the paintings of Frank Duveneck and John 
Twachtman, Cincinnati’s artists produced 
works of international renown and made the 
Queen City a center for art. 

We congratulate Cincinnati Art Museum Di-
rector Timothy Rub, his very capable staff and 
the many supporters of the Art Museum in the 
Greater Cincinnati community for their vision 
and commitment. This new wing commemo-
rates the rich tradition of the fine arts in Cin-
cinnati and will be a magnificent to one of the 
great art museums in America.

f 

HONORING THE CENTENNIAL AN-
NIVERSARY OF KOREAN IMMI-
GRATION TO THE UNITED 
STATES 

HON. TOM DAVIS 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to take this opportunity to congratu-
late the Centennial Committee of Korean Im-
migration as they celebrate 100 years of Ko-
rean immigration to the United States. 

A century ago, 102 Koreans immigrated to 
Hawaii as sugar plantation workers, the lead-
ers of a new wave of Korean immigration to 
the U.S. Today, the Korean-American commu-
nity has grown to 2 million, making it the fifth 
largest Asian community in the U.S. Korean-
Americans have overcome many challenges 
along the way; however, the success the Ko-
rean-American community currently enjoys is 
largely due to the perseverance and hard work 
of those first immigrants to Hawaii 100 years 
ago. 

The United States has benefited greatly 
from the participation of the Korean-American 
community in business, medicine, the arts and 
many other fields. Moreover, the Korean-
American community has flourished here. The 
11th District of Virginia exemplifies this sym-
biotic relationship, with a large and vibrant Ko-
rean-American community making lasting con-
tributions to Northern Virginia. As the Rep-
resentative of a district that has greatly bene-
fited from the participation of its Korean-Amer-
ican citizens, I was an original co-sponsor of 
House Concurrent Resolution 297, which rec-
ognizes the contributions of Korean-Americans 
during the past 100 years in business, 
science, the arts and other fields. This resolu-
tion passed in the House of Representatives 
by a 417–0 vote on September 23, 2002. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I applaud the lead-
ership of the Centennial Committee of Korean 
Immigration in commemorating the achieve-
ments and contributions of Korean-Americans 
in the United States. Efforts like theirs are 
what make our representative democracy 
work: they have helped not only to educate 
the American public about the values and ac-
complishments of the Korean-American com-
munity, but also to secure a more effective 
representation of those communities through-
out the United States.

f 

PAYING TRIBUTE TO HARVEY AND 
ANIS KELLEY 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take this opportunity to congratulate two out-
standing cattle ranchers from Plateau Valley, 
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Colorado whose hard work and dedication ex-
emplifies the spirit of the West. Harvey and 
Anis Kelley are no less pioneers than their 
grandparents who first came to Colorado in 
early part of the last century. They have car-
ried on that proud tradition for the last fifty 
years, and I am proud to pay tribute to their 
accomplishments before this body of Con-
gress today. 

No one can deny cattle ranching is a hard 
profession. There are no days off and no es-
cape from inclement weather. Ranchers work 
from sunrise to sunset, and few today carry on 
this proud work and its traditions. Harvey and 
Anis are fine representatives of the heartland 
and their work is the life-blood of this nation. 
Therefore, it is with pride that I congratulate 
them upon receiving a lifetime recognition 
award from the Plateau Valley Cattlewomen at 
their Stockgrower’s Banquet and Ball. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a great privilege for me to 
recognize Harvey and Anis Kelley before this 
body of Congress and this Nation for their 
contributions to Plateau Valley and our coun-
try. I trust that the years ahead will continue 
to find Harvey and Anis side by side making 
a difference in the history of Colorado and our 
country. Thank you Harvey and Anis for mak-
ing Colorado a place where hard work and tra-
dition still thrive.

f 

THE DEATHS OF GUILLERMO 
GAVIRIA CORREA AND GILBERTO 
ECHEVERRI MEJIA 

HON. SAM FARR 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today with 
great sadness to express my grief for the 
deaths of Guillermo Gaviria Correa and 
Gilberto Echeverri Mejia. For their deaths, and 
the loss of eight other hostages that died with 
them, I wish to give my sincerest condolences 
to their families, to the people of Antioquia 
whom they served, and to the whole of Co-
lombia. 

Dr. Gaviria Correa, the governor of the De-
partment of Antioquia, and his Peace Commis-
sioner, Gilberto Echeverri Mejia, were killed by 
the guerilla group known as the Fuerzas Ar-
madas Revolucionarias de Colombia (FARC) 
on May 5, 2003. They had been held captive 
by the FARC since April 21, 2003, the day 
their group was kidnapped while marching for 
peace to the town of Caicedo. 

Guillermo Gaviria was a leader in the non-
violent movement in Colombia. At a time when 
Colombia is being ripped apart by violence, 
when many Colombians are motivated by 
rough justice and revenge, he proposed a dif-
ferent approach—non-violence. Inspired by 
basic Christian teachings, Gandhi and Martin 
Luther King Jr., Guillermo Gaviria set out to 
change the way Colombians address the prob-
lems that face them. 

He did not just seek to change the nature of 
the debate, he put his ideas into action. As 
governor of Antioquia he established the 
‘‘Peace Congruent Plan’’, a plan which would: 
Face the causes of the armed conflict and the 
social violence through solutions reached 
among representatives from different commu-
nities ideologies and beliefs, and build social 
culture and a government based on participa-
tion. 

Shortly after becoming governor, Guillermo 
Gaviria initiated a series of popular marches 
and demonstrations against the war. Each car-
ried a motto, such as ‘‘Break the silence, the 
mothers, wives and daughters of the kid-
napped are doing it’’. He organized ‘‘solidarity 
caravans’’ and peace demonstrations in every 
corner of the Department.

He challenged the FARC to stop attacking 
civilians. He challenged the paramilitaries to 
stop looting. He challenged both to leave civil-
ians out of the conflict—‘‘we won’t be part of 
the war, but part of the peace.’’ At every point, 
he remained faithful to his non-violent and reli-
gious creed: ‘‘Let us hate the sin but not the 
sinner’’. Governor Gaviria was a light to his 
people. 

It is a tragedy for all of us that this light was 
extinguished. He was a unique figure in Co-
lombia, a figure of hope, a figure of a brighter 
future. Colombia desperately needs people 
with great vision and great courage. Guillermo 
Gaviria was one of these people. How many 
more like him are there? How many have 
been killed in the incessant violence that 
plagues this beautiful country? 

It pains me in particular to see the passing 
of Guillermo Gaviria and Gilberto Echeverri, 
two great hopes of the Colombian people. 
Antioquia is my second home. I lived and 
worked there as a Peace Corps Volunteer. 
The course my life has taken is closely tied to 
my time in and around the barrios of Medellin. 
I saw first-hand the extent of the challenges 
that the people of Medellin have to face. I also 
saw how industrious and dedicated they are. 
Guillermo Gaviria was a tribute to this ‘‘paisa’’ 
spirit. Antioquia has lost a dear native son. 

In the wake of this tragedy, all Colombians 
must dedicate themselves to honoring the 
memory and vision of Guillermo Gaviria and 
Gilberto Echeverri. President Uribe, himself a 
‘‘paisa’’ and former governor of Antioquia, can 
take the lead by continuing support for Gov-
ernor Gavina’s vision of a non-violent Colom-
bia. 

I look forward to working with the President 
in promoting this vision, one that Colombians, 
after so many years of violence, desperately 
deserve. Promoting and advancing non-vio-
lence is the best way to honor the memory of 
Governor Gaviria, and the best way to bring 
peace to a terribly troubled nation.

f 

EUROPE DAY 

HON. DOUG BEREUTER 
OF NEBRASKA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member 
wishes to note that today, May 9, is Europe 
Day. 

Fifty-three years ago, then French Foreign 
Minister Robert Shuman announced a plan 
that proposed the pooling of European coal 
and steel production under a common author-
ity as a way to bring some sense of order to 
the economic recovery of post-World War II 
Europe. 

The Shuman Declaration, which was formal-
ized in a treaty the following year, was re-
garded as the first step toward achieving a 
united Europe. Since that time, we have wit-
nessed an extraordinary evolution within Eu-
rope toward what has now become the Euro-

pean Union—a treaty-based institutional 
framework which defines and manages eco-
nomic and political cooperation among its cur-
rent 15—soon to be—25 member countries. 

Mr. Speaker, although the difficult debate 
over Iraq presented yet another challenge to 
the relationship between the United States 
and a few countries in Europe, it remains clear 
to this Member a strong, developed trans-
atlantic relationship is critical to the long-term 
political, economic and security interests of 
both the United States and Europe. It is also 
clear that one of the central ingredients to a 
successful partnership with Europe is a stable, 
integrated and dynamic Europe—and the Eu-
ropean Union has evolved to become, along 
with NATO, one of the two critical international 
organizations for achieving those objectives. 

We in this country may not fully understand 
or appreciate all that has, and is, evolving 
within the European Union. But it remains 
clear that as we have worked so well with Eu-
rope within the NATO Alliance over the years, 
we must strive to develop a better working 
knowledge of, and relationship with, the Euro-
pean Union that will be both a transatlantic 
partner and an economic competitor for Amer-
ica. 

Mr. Speaker, as we prepare for the forth-
coming U.S.—EU summit in June, today, Eu-
rope Day, is as good a time as ever to begin 
to renew our enduring and critical alliance with 
the countries of Europe and with the European 
Union.

f 

WORKFORCE REINVESTMENT AND 
ADULT EDUCATION ACT OF 2003

SPEECH OF 

HON. JAMES R. LANGEVIN 
OF RHODE ISLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 1261) to enhance 
the workforce investment system of the Na-
tion by strengthening one-stop career cen-
ters, providing for more effective governance 
arrangements, promoting access to a more 
comprehensive array of employment, train-
ing, and related services, establishing a tar-
geted approach to serving youth, and im-
proving performance accountability, and for 
other purposes:

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-
position to H.R. 1261, the reauthorizing legis-
lation for the Workforce Investment Act. This 
bill will not benefit people with disabilities and 
other Americans who are seeking to secure 
jobs that increase self-sufficiency and integra-
tion into the mainstream of community life. 

For years, state vocational rehabilitation pro-
grams have provided optimal service with 
minimal funding. In 2001, 233,000 individuals 
with disabilities entered the workforce with the 
help of VR. Those individuals earned $3.4 bil-
lion in wages and paid nearly $1 billion in 
State and Federal taxes. The success rate for 
VR programs nationally is 69 percent—higher 
than most other government programs pro-
viding services to adults. And after 3 years of 
job placement, 76 percent of those individuals 
continue to be gainfully employed. 

H.R. 1261 grants governors unrestricted ac-
cess to funds specifically intended for VR and 
other essential programs to use for one-stop 
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center infrastructure, with no assurances that 
people with disabilities or other target popu-
lations would continue to benefit from the 
funds. One-stop centers, while effective in cer-
tain populations, are not programmatically—or 
in many cases, physically—accessible for peo-
ple with disabilities. 

In this time of state budget constraints, 37 
state VR agencies are operating under such 
limited resources that they have instituted an 
‘‘order of selection’’ policy, serving people with 
the most severe disabilities first. They are 
being forced to leave behind increasing num-
bers of eligible individuals who want to work. 
H.R. 1261 would exacerbate this situation, by 
taking funds from the successful VR programs 
to fund programs that cannot reach their target 
population. In light of the unemployment crisis 
faced by our Nation and staggering 70 percent 
unemployment rate in the disability commu-
nity, it is critical that we preserve the funding 
stream for VR programs. 

Please vote against H.R. 1261.

f 

HONORING DR. JANIS LYNN 
PAUSHTER UPON HER RETIRE-
MENT 

HON. TOM DAVIS 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today as a proud supporter of the excel-
lent Fairfax County, Virginia, Public School 
System to recognize one of its shining lights. 
Dr. Janis Lynn Paushter, a 26-year contributor 
to our nationally recognized school system 
and principal of Fairhill Elementary School 
since 1991, is retiring at the end of this year’s 
term. 

The common sentiment of parents, teachers 
and students at Fairhill School on learning of 
her decision to retire is disappointment. Dr. 
Paushter is loved and respected throughout 
the Fairhill community for her leadership quali-
ties, her excellence as a role model, her tal-
ents as a fair and trusted administrator and 
her genuine love for her students, associates 
and her position. 

Dr. Paushter earned her Bachelor of Arts 
degree from Syracuse University, her Master’s 
degree from Columbia University, and con-
ducted additional post-graduate studies at 
George Mason University. She has been hon-
ored with numerous educational awards and 
has been invited to lecture on educational 
matters at Oxford University in England, 
Korea, and China. 

Later this year, she will be relocating to 
Florida to establish a horse ranch with help 
from her two Jack Russell terriers and her 
German shepherd. Thanks to her talents as a 
mentor, her shining light will not be extin-
guished as she leaves, but illuminated more 
brightly through her associates and students. 

I ask her colleagues to join me today in rec-
ognizing and commending Dr. Janis Paushter 
for her untiring support of thousands of Fairfax 
County students and in thanking her for all 
she has accomplished for education during 
her illustrious career.

WORKFORCE REINVESTMENT AND 
ADULT EDUCATION ACT OF 2003 

SPEECH OF 

HON. ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 1261) to enhance 
the workforce investment system of the Na-
tion by strengthening one-stop career cen-
ters; providing for more effective governance 
arrangements, promoting access to a more 
comprehensive array of employment, train-
ing, and related services, establishing a tar-
geted approach to serving youth, and im-
proving performance accountability, and for 
other purposes:

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
to urge all of my colleagues to vote against 
H.R. 1261, the Workforce Investment and 
Adult Education Act (WIA). WIA authorizes 
and funds employment, training, literacy, and 
vocational rehabilitation programs for adults 
and dislocated workers, as well as activities 
for disadvantaged and low-income youth. 

I have numerous concerns with the legisla-
tion before this House. However, I want to 
briefly discuss just two of the reasons that 
make this bill flawed. 

H.R. 1261 would jeopardize the quality of 
training provided to workers. This bill fails to 
help the thousands of Americans who are 
looking for work or in need of additional job 
training. H.R. 1261 takes away dedicated 
funding for vulnerable workers by consoli-
dating funding for Employment Services and 
service to adults and dislocated workers into 
block grants. Mr. Speaker, given that unem-
ployment numbers for the month of April rose 
to 6 percent, a four-month high, it does not 
make sense that this vital program would lose 
funding. 

But most troubling is the fact that H.R. 1261 
would permit faith-based organizations that re-
ceive WIA funds to hire or fire employees 
based on religion. This reverses the federal 
government’s stance of fighting against feder-
ally-funded discrimination by exempting reli-
gious organizations from anti-discrimination re-
quirements. It also reverses the policy that 
until now has been supported on a bipartisan 
basis—because it is the only right and sen-
sible policy. It is the only true American policy. 

I ask my colleagues to reject this bill. Provi-
sions in H.R. 1261 would undermine programs 
designed to aid dislocated workers and public 
policy aimed at protecting workers from dis-
crimination. American workers need and de-
serve better.

f 

WORKFORCE REINVESTMENT AND 
ADULT EDUCATION ACT OF 2003

SPEECH OF 

HON. TAMMY BALDWIN 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, May 8, 2003

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the bill (H.R. 1261) to enhance 
the workforce investment system of the Na-
tion by strengthening one-stop career cen-
ters, providing for more effective governance 

arrangements, promoting access to a more 
comprehensive array of employment, train-
ing, and related services, establishing a tar-
geted approach to serving youth, and im-
proving performance accountability, and for 
other purposes:

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, last week, 
the Bureau of Labor Statistics announced that 
the unemployment rate rose to 6 percent. In 
my home state of Wisconsin, we had the 
fourth highest number of massive layoffs in 
the country behind much larger states like 
California and Texas. Sadly, it seems like 
many here in Washington have gotten used to 
these grim statistics; after all, under the eco-
nomic stewardship of President Bush we’ve 
lost close to more than 2.7 million jobs since 
he took office. We have been losing 73,000 
jobs a month, which accounts for President 
Bush having the worst jobs creation record of 
any President in U.S. history. 

We can’t count on the stewardship of the 
Bush administration to get America back to 
work. It has become clear that this Congress 
needs to step up and put the task squarely 
upon its shoulders. This week we have a 
chance to do this as we take up the reauthor-
ization of the Workforce Investment Act (WIA) 
and the proposed tax cut. Both of these bills 
are important in how we not only help people 
find and maintain jobs, but how we will create 
new ones. However, I believe we may miss 
our opportunity to accomplish these goals un-
less both bills are torn up and rewritten. 
Today, I would like to specifically talk about 
the WIA. 

The WIA was signed into law in 1998 with 
the intent of cementing the Federal govern-
ment’s commitment in helping states improve 
their employment, training, literacy, and voca-
tional rehabilitation programs. Before the act 
was signed into law, states had a fragmented 
and duplicative number of programs that were 
meant to help prepare workers for jobs and to 
assist them in their searches. 

Since its inception, thousands of displaced 
workers, veterans, and young adults have 
taken part in—and relied on—programs imple-
mented by the WIA. The ‘‘one-stop’’ system 
created by WIA has provided them with con-
solidated services, such as job retraining 
classes, to get them out of unemployment 
lines and back onto the payrolls. Title II of the 
Act has played a critical role in helping adults 
with low-literacy, basic skill levels and limited 
English proficiency, by providing them with the 
training, tools and skills necessary to compete 
in today’s knowledge-driven workforce. 

The bill before us today takes the progress 
made over the last four years and stops it in 
its tracks. The WIA was custom designed to 
be effective in an economic downturn like the
one we are experiencing now. American work-
ers need the WIA strengthened, not scaled 
back, but that’s exactly what the House Re-
publicans want to do. 

Those who have are unemployed will run 
out of unemployment insurance benefits in 23 
days. The last time we extended unemploy-
ment benefits was shortly after Christmas and 
the holidays—when many people had already 
run out of benefits. For many families, the res-
toration of benefits was too little, too late. By 
not including the extension of unemployment 
benefits in this bill, we will in all likelihood 
delay helping workers who need it most. Not 
only does this diminish the original intent of 
this legislation, but it’s also a slap in the face 
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to the unemployed moms and dads who will to 
worry if they will be able to pay their mortgage 
and put food on the table. This is just wrong. 

The bill today also block grants adult, dis-
located worker, and employment service fund-
ing streams. In doing so, the bill would elimi-
nate the funding focus for dislocated workers 
and terminates the existence of the employ-
ment service—the very service which con-
nects individuals to jobs. By block granting the 
money, it also permits Governors to take 
funds from partner programs such as Adult 
Education, and Veterans Reemployment and 
job training programs for individuals with dis-
abilities to fund other state workforce pro-
grams or other administrative costs. Gov-
ernors would be allowed to take any amount 
of funding from any of these programs. Given 
the fact that 45 states have budget deficits, I 
believe the opportunity to use these funds for 
other purposes will be too tempting of a fruit 
for Governors not to pick. 

To make matters worse, the bill removes a 
civil-rights protection that bans employment 
discrimination based on religious affiliation. 
This bill allows organizations receiving funds—
taxpayers dollars—through WIA to discrimi-
nate in hiring based on religion. I believe this 
provision only serves to politicize the debate 
surrounding this bill and takes away from the 
debate we should be having, which is that we 
should be doing everything we can to help any 
unemployed worker find a job, not making it 
easier to discriminate against someone be-
cause of what they believe. 

The WIA has played a critical role in coordi-
nating state efforts to find people jobs and 
provide essential services to some of our most 
vulnerable citizens. At a time when our Presi-
dent’s economic plan continues to fail in cre-
ating jobs and putting our economy back on 
the right track, now is not the time to weaken 
the WIA. I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘NO’’ 
on H.R. 1261 and to bring a better bill—one 
that reflects Congress’ commitment to putting 
Americans back to work—to the floor.

f 

WORKFORCE REINVESTMENT AND 
ADULT EDUCATION ACT OF 2003

SPEECH OF 

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Thursday, May 8, 2003

The House in Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 

had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
1261) to enhance the workforce invest-
ment system of the Nation by 
strengthening one-stop career centers, 
providing for more effective govern-
ance arrangements, promoting access 
to a more comprehensive array of em-
ployment, training, and related serv-
ices, establishing a targeted approach 
to serving youth, and improving per-
formance accountability, and for other 
purposes:

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today 
in strong opposition to H.R. 1261, especially in 
regard to the provisions in Section 123, which 
allows discrimination when a faith-based group 
runs job-training programs. 

This provision sets a bad precedent for our 
Nation and I believe it does not belong in this 
bill. We should honor the separation between 
church and state set-forth by the Constitution. 
One of the most important rights we treasure 
in this country is the right to religious freedom. 
That’s why I believe religion should continue 
to be a matter of personal choice and not 
something that is supported or dictated by the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I am concerned that this pro-
vision inappropriately blurs the separation be-
tween church and state by subsidizing faith-
based groups without requiring them to com-
ply with federal non-discrimination laws. This 
means they could allow refuse to hire people 
who disagree with the organizations religious 
views. Employers could use religion to make 
promotional decisions or as a litmus test for 
hiring and firing. We would be allowing federal 
dollars to fund discrimination and that is 
wrong! 

While proponents of this provision argue 
that they would be expanding opportunities for 
faith-based organizations, they would really be 
destroying a basic civil right protection that 
has existed in federal job training for 21 years. 
Religiously affiliated organizations currently 
participate in Federal job training programs 
with the non-discrimination clause in place. 
Yet, lifting the discrimination prohibitions will 
do nothing more than encourage discrimina-
tory practices within these organizations. 

Mr. Chairman, I am strongly against these 
Section 123 provisions and I encourage my 
colleagues to join me in opposing this flawed 
legislation.

PAYING TRIBUTE TO THE WALCK 
FAMILY 

HON. SCOTT McINNIS 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Friday, May 9, 2003

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pride that I rise today to congratulate the inspi-
rational cattle-ranching Walck family of Pla-
teau Valley, Colorado. The Walcks have la-
bored morning to night for generations in this 
difficult but important occupation. Their efforts 
truly embody the American Spirit and our 
shared Western heritage. The Walcks serve 
as an example of the hard work and dedica-
tion that has made our nation great. It is an 
honor to pay tribute to their success before 
this body of Congress and this nation. 
Through their labors together, they serve also 
as an inspiration to families everywhere. 

Until they retired in the mid 1990’s, Dean, 
Roylee, Scott and Betty raised over three hun-
dred cattle, with dedication and profes-
sionalism. They have been actively involved in 
numerous organizations dedicated to the im-
provement of the American cattle industry, in-
cluding the Colorado Cattlemen’s Association, 
the Colorado Hereford Association, the 
Simmental Association, the Mesa County 
Stockgrowers and the Plateau County 
Stockgrowers. Roylee also served with distinc-
tion as the state president of the Colorado 
Cowbelles, and with Betty, has long been an 
active member of the Plateau Valley 
Cattlewomen. For their service and dedication, 
the Plateau Valley Cattlewomen will honor 
them soon at their Stockgrower’s Banquet and 
Ball. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a great privilege for me to 
recognize Dean, Roylee, Scott and Betty 
Walck before this body of Congress and this 
nation. Their contributions to Plateau Valley 
and the heritage of the West is appreciated, 
and I am happy to bring them to the attention 
of my colleagues here today. They are a 
strong family who care much for Colorado and 
our Country. I wish them all the best. 
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Daily Digest 
HIGHLIGHTS 

The House passed H.R. 2, Jobs and Growth Tax Reconciliation Act. 

Senate 
Chamber Action 
Routine Proceedings, pages S5981–S6011
Measures Introduced: Four bills and three resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 1035–1038, and 
S. Res. 138–140.                                                Pages S5995–96 

Measures Reported: 
S. 2, to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 

to provide additional tax incentives to encourage 
economic growth, with an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute.                                                             Page S5995 

S. 709, to award a congressional gold medal to 
Prime Minister Tony Blair.                                   Page S5995 

Measure Passed: 
Expressing Thanks to the People of Qatar: Sen-

ate agreed to S. Res. 139, expressing the thanks of 
the Senate to the people of Qatar for their coopera-
tion in supporting United States Armed Forces and 
the armed forces of coalition countries during the re-
cent military action in Iraq, and welcoming His 
Highness Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifah Al-Thani, 
Emir of the State of Qatar, to the United States. 
                                                                                    Pages S6010–11 

Energy Policy Act: Senate continued consideration 
of S. 14, to enhance the energy security of the 
United States, taking action on the following 
amendments proposed thereto: 
                                                   Pages S5983, S5985–86, S5987–91 

Pending: 
Frist/Daschle Amendment No. 539, to eliminate 

methyl tertiary butyl ether from the United States 
fuel supply, to increase production and use of renew-
able fuel, and to increase the Nation’s energy inde-
pendence.                                                                        Page S5983 

Reconciliation Agreement: A unanimous-consent 
agreement was reached providing that at 2 p.m. on 
Monday, May 12, 2003, Senate proceed to consider-
ation of S. 2, Jobs and Growth Tax Act (Reconcili-
ation Bill), pursuant to the order of May 8, 2003. 
                                                                                            Page S6011 

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations: 

Leonardo M. Rapadas, of Guam, to be United 
States Attorney for the District of Guam and concur-
rently United States Attorney for the District of the 
Northern Mariana Islands for the term of four years. 

Adam Noel Torres, of California, to be United 
States Marshal for the Central District of California 
for the term of four years. 

William Emil Moschella, of Virginia, to be an As-
sistant Attorney General. 

A routine list in the Coast Guard.               Page S6011 

Messages From the House:                       Pages S5994–95 

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S5995 

Executive Communications:                             Page S5995 

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page S5996 

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions: 
                                                                             Pages S5996–S6004 

Additional Statements:                                        Page S5994 

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S6004–10 

Adjournment: Senate met at 9:30 a.m, and ad-
journed at 12:54 p.m., until 2 p.m., on Monday, 
May 12, 2003. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Majority Leader in today’s Record on 
page S6011.) 

Committee Meetings 
No committee meetings held.
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House of Representatives 
Chamber Action 
Measures Introduced: 25 public bills, H.R. 
2043–2067; and 6 resolutions, H. Con. Res. 
172–176, and H. Res. 228, were introduced. 
                                                                                    Pages H3972–74

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages H3974–76

Reports Filed: No reports were filed today.
Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the 
Speaker wherein he appointed Representative Simp-
son to act as Speaker Pro Tempore for today. 
                                                                                            Page H3861

Journal: The House agreed to the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal of May 8 by yea-and-nay vote of 311 
yeas to 72 nays, Roll No. 177.                   Pages H3863–64

Jobs and Growth Tax Reconciliation Act: The 
House passed H.R. 2, to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide additional tax incen-
tives to encourage economic growth by recorded vote 
of 222 ayes to 203 noes, Roll No. 182. 
                                                                                    Pages H3902–56

Agreed to amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill 
to provide for reconciliation pursuant to section 201 
of the concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal 
year 2004.’’.                                                                  Page H3956

Rejected the Moore motion to recommit the bill 
to the Committee on Ways and Means with instruc-
tions to promptly report the bill back to the House 
with an amendment that provides that the bill’s pro-
visions will not take effect until the Federal budget 
is in balance by recorded vote of 202 ayes to 218 
noes, Roll No. 181.                                          Pages H3954–56

Earlier, Representative Rangel moved to recommit 
the bill with instructions to report it back to the 
House forthwith with an amendment in the nature 
of a substitute. Chairman Thomas raised a point of 
order against the amendment stating that it was not 
germane. The Chair sustained the point of order and 
Representative Rangel appealed the ruling. Subse-
quently the House then agreed to table the Rangel 
motion to appeal the ruling of the Chair by recorded 
vote of 222 ayes to 202 noes, Roll No. 180. 
                                                                                    Pages H3940–54

Pursuant to the rule the amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on Ways and Means 
now printed in the bill (H. Rept. 108–94) was con-
sidered as adopted.                                                    Page H3864

The House agreed to H. Res. 227, the rule that 
provided for consideration of the bill by recorded 
vote of 220 ayes to 203 noes, Roll No. 179. Earlier 

agreed to order the previous question by yea-and-nay 
vote of 219 yeas to 203 nays, Roll No. 178. 
                                                                             Pages H3864–H3902

Legislative Program: The Majority Leader an-
nounced the Legislative Program for the week of 
May 12.                                                                           Page H3957

Meeting Hour—Tuesday, May 13: Agreed that 
when the House adjourns today, it adjourn to meet 
at 12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, May 13, for morning 
hour debate.                                                                  Page H3958

Calendar Wednesday: Agreed to dispense with the 
Calendar Wednesday business of Wednesday, May 
14.                                                                                      Page H3958

Receiving Former Members of Congress in the 
House Chamber: Agreed that when the House ad-
journs on Wednesday, May 14, it adjourn to meet 
at 9 a.m. on Thursday, May 15, for the purpose of 
receiving former Members of Congress in the House 
Chamber. Further agreed that it be in order for the 
Speaker to declare a recess subject to the call of the 
Chair for the purpose of receiving the former Mem-
bers.                                                                                   Page H3958

Abraham Lincoln Bicentennial Commission: 
Read a letter from the Minority Leader whereby she 
appointed Representatives Slaughter and Jackson of 
Illinois to the Abraham Lincoln Bicentennial Com-
mission for the 108th Congress.                         Page H3958

Senate Messages: Messages received from the Senate 
today appear on page H3864. 
Referrals: S. 113 was referred to the Committees on 
the Judiciary and the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence, S. 165 was referred to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure, S. Con. 
Res. 26 was held at the desk.                              Page H3971

Quorum Calls—Votes: Two yea-and-nay votes and 
four recorded votes developed during the proceedings 
of the House today and appear on pages H3863–64, 
H3901, H3901–02, H3954, H3955–56, and 
H3956. There were no quorum calls. 
Adjournment: The House met at 9 a.m. and ad-
journed at 4:44 p.m.

Committee Meetings 
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT 
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Readi-
ness approved for full Committee action, as amend-
ed, H.R. 1588, National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2004. 
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT 
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Tac-
tical Air and Land Forces approved for full Com-
mittee action H.R. 1588, National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2004. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT 
Committee on Armed Services: Subcommittee on Ter-
rorism, Unconventional Threats and Capabilities ap-
proved for full Committee action H.R. 1588, Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2004. 

NATION’S CAPITAL—EDUCATIONAL 
EXCELLENCE 
Committee on Government Reform: Held a hearing enti-
tled ‘‘In Search of Educational Excellence in the Na-
tion’s Capital: A Review of Academic Options for 
Students and Parents in the District of Columbia.’’ 
Testimony was heard from Representatives Flake and 
Cummings; Eugene Hickok, Under Secretary, De-
partment of Education; the following officials of the 
District of Columbia: Anthony Williams, Mayor; 
Linda Cropp, Chairman, Council; Kevin Chavous, 
Chair, Committee on Education, Libraries and Recre-
ation, Council; Peggy Cooper Cafritz, President, 
Board of Education; and Josephine Baker, Executive 
Director, Public Charter School Board; and public 
witnesses.
f 

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRAM AHEAD

Week of May 12 through May 16, 2003

Senate Chamber 
On Monday and Tuesday, Senate will consider S. 2, 

Jobs and Growth Tax Act (Reconciliation Bill). 
During the balance of the week, Senate may also 

consider S. 14, Energy Policy Act, H.R. 1298 Glob-
al HIV/AIDS, and H. J. Res. 51, Increased Public 
Debt, and any other cleared legislative and executive 
business. 

Senate Committees 
(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated) 

Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: May 14, 
to hold hearings to examine the implementation of the 
2002 Farm Bill, 2 p.m., SR–328A. 

May 15, Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine 
pending calendar business, 11:30 p.m., SR–328A. 

Committee on Appropriations: May 13, Subcommittee on 
Homeland Security, to hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2004 for the Bureau of 
Customs and Border Protection, Transportation Security 

Administration, and Federal Law Enforcement Training 
Center, 10 a.m., SD–124. 

May 13, Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education, to hold hearings to examine in-
vestments in after school programs, focusing on effective 
academic and recreational opportunities and safe havens 
for youth, 10:30 a.m., SH–216. 

May 14, Subcommittee on District of Columbia, to 
hold hearings to examine proposed budget estimates for 
fiscal year 2004 for the government of the District of Co-
lumbia, focusing on the foster care systems, 9:30 a.m., 
SD–138. 

May 14, Subcommittee on Defense, to hold hearings to 
examine proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2004 
for the Department of Defense, 10:15 a.m., SD–192. 

May 15, Subcommittee on Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, and Related Agencies, to hold hearings to examine 
proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2004 for pro-
grams under its jurisdiction, 9:30 a.m., SD–124. 

May 15, Subcommittee on Defense, to hold hearings to 
examine proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2004 
for the Department of Defense, 9:30 a.m., SD–192.

May 15, Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, to hold 
hearings to examine proposed budget estimate for fiscal 
year 2004 for foreign operations, 2 p.m., SD–138. 

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: May 
13, to hold hearings to examine the nominations of Ste-
ven B. Nesmith, of Pennsylvania, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development, Jose Teran, 
of Florida, James Broaddus, of Texas, Lane Carson, of 
Louisiana, and Paul Pate, of Iowa, each to be a Member 
of the Board of Directors of the National Institute of 
Building Sciences, Nicholas Gregory Mankiw, of Massa-
chusetts, to be a Member of the Council of Economic Ad-
visers, 10 a.m., SD–538. 

May 15, Full Committee, to hold oversight hearings to 
examine the Fair Credit Reporting Act and issues pre-
sented by the Re-authorization of the Expiring Preemp-
tion Provisions, 10 a.m., SD–538. 

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: May 
13, to continue hearings to examine media ownership, 
9:30 a.m., SR–253. 

May 14, Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine 
the Columbia Space Shuttle investigation, 9:30 a.m., 
SR–253. 

May 15, Full Committee, to hold oversight hearings to 
examine recommendations to tighten oversight of the 
Title XI Shipbuilding Loan Guarantee Program, 9:30 
a.m., SR–253. 

May 15, Subcommittee on Oceans, Fisheries and Coast 
Guard, to hold hearings to examine the Marine Mammal 
Protection Act, 2:30 p.m., SR–253. 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: May 13, Sub-
committee on National Parks, to hold hearings to exam-
ine S. 452, to require that the Secretary of the Interior 
conduct a study to identify sites and resources, to rec-
ommend alternatives for commemorating and interpreting 
the Cold War, S. 500, to direct the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to study certain sites in the historic district of Beau-
fort, South Carolina, relating to the Reconstruction Era, 
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S. 601, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to ac-
quire the McLoughlin House National Historic Site in 
Oregon City, Oregon, for inclusion in the Fort Vancouver 
National Historic Site, S. 612, to revise the boundary of 
the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area in the States 
of Utah and Arizona, H.R. 788, to revise the boundary 
of the Glen Canyon National Recreation Area in the 
States of Utah and Arizona, S. 630, to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to conduct a study of the San Ga-
briel River Watershed, and H.R. 519, to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to conduct a study of the San 
Gabriel River Watershed, 10 a.m., SD–366. 

May 13, Subcommittee on Water and Power, to hold 
hearings to examine S. 520, to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey certain facilities to the Fremont-
Madison Irrigation District in the State of Idaho, S. 625, 
to authorize the Bureau of Reclamation to conduct certain 
feasibility studies in the Tualatin River Basin in Oregon, 
S. 960, to amend the Reclamation Wastewater and 
Groundwater Study and Facilities Act to authorize certain 
projects in the State of Hawaii and to amend the Hawaii 
Water Resources Act of 2000 to modify the water re-
sources study, S. 649, to amend the Reclamation Waste-
water and Groundwater Study and Facilities Act to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to participate in 
projects within the San Diego Creek Watershed, Cali-
fornia, and S. 993, to amend the Small Reclamation 
Projects Act of 1956, 2:30 p.m., SD–366. 

Committee on Finance: May 13, Subcommittee on Inter-
national Trade, to hold hearings to examine the status of 
the free trade area of the Americas, focusing on negotia-
tions and preparations for the Miami Ministerial, 2 p.m., 
SD–215. 

Committee on Governmental Affairs: May 14, to hold 
hearings to examine tissue banks, focusing on tainted tis-
sues and federal regulation, 9:30 a.m., SD–342. 

May 15, to hold hearings to examine the Department 
of Homeland Security, focusing on state and local govern-
ments, 9:30 a.m., SD–342. 

May 15, Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine 
the nominations of Susanne T. Marshall, of Virginia, to 
be Chairman of the Merit Systems Protection Board, Neil 
McPhie, of Virginia, to be a Member of the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board, Terrence A. Duffy, of Illinois, to 
be a Member of of the Federal Retirement Thrift Invest-
ment Board, and Thomas Waters Grant, of New York, 
to be a Director of the Securities Investor Protection Cor-
poration, 2 p.m., SD–342. 

Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions: May 
14, business meeting to consider S.888, to reauthorize the 
Museum and Library Services Act, S. 686, to provide as-
sistance for poison prevention and to stabilize the funding 
of regional poison control centers, S. 504, to establish 
academics for teachers and students of American history 
and civics and a national alliance of teachers of American 
history and civics, and S. 754, to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to improve immunization rates by in-
creasing the distribution of vaccines and improving and 
clarifying the vaccine injury compensation program, 10 
a.m., SD–430. 

Committee on Indian Affairs: May 14, business meeting 
to consider pending calendar business, to be immediately 
followed by oversight hearings to examine the role of 
funding of the Federal National Indian Gaming Commis-
sion, 9:30 a.m., SH–216. 

May 15, Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine 
S. 575, to amend the Native American Languages Act to 
provide for the support of Native American language sur-
vival schools, 10 a.m., SR–485. 

Committee on the Judiciary: May 13, to hold hearings to 
examine Project Safe Neighborhoods, focusing on gun vi-
olence, 9:30 a.m., SD–226. 

May 14, Subcommittee on Terrorism, Technology and 
Homeland Security, to hold hearings to examine recruit-
ment of terrorists in prison, 2:15 p.m., SD–226.

House Chamber 
To be announced. 

House Committees 
Committee on Appropriations, May 13, Subcommittee on 

Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and Re-
lated Agencies, on Member of Congress, 9:45 a.m., and 
on public witnesses, 2 p.m., 2358 Rayburn. 

May 14, Subcommittee on District of Columbia, on 
public witnesses, 10 a.m., 2362A Rayburn. 

May 14, Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing and Related Agencies, on International Edu-
cation, 2 p.m., 2359 Rayburn. 

May 14, Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human 
Services, Education, and Related Agencies, to continue on 
public witnesses, 9:45 a.m., and 2 p.m., 2358 Rayburn. 

Committee on Armed Services, May 13, to mark up H.R. 
1588, National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
2004, 1 p.m., 2118 Rayburn. 

Committee on Education and the Workforce, May 13, hear-
ing on ‘‘The State of American Higher Education: What 
are Parents, Students and Taxpayers Getting for their 
Money?’’ 2 p.m., 2175 Rayburn. 

Committee on Energy and Commerce, May 14, Sub-
committee on Energy and Air Quality, hearing entitled 
‘‘United Nations Oil For Food Program,’’ 10 a.m., 2322 
Rayburn. 

Committee on Financial Services, May 13, hearing on the 
state of the international financial system, IMF reform, 
and compliance with IMF agreements, 4 p.m., 2128 Ray-
burn.

May 14, Subcommittee on Financial Institutions and 
Consumer Credit, to mark up H.R. 1474, Check Clearing 
the 21st Century Act, 2 p.m., 2128 Rayburn. 

May 14, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investiga-
tions, hearing entitled ‘‘Divesting Saddam: Freezing, Seiz-
ing, and Repatriating Saddam’s Money to the Iraqis,’’ 10 
a.m., 2128 Rayburn. 

May 15, Subcommittee on Capital Markets, Insurance 
and Government Sponsored Enterprises, hearing entitled 
‘‘Retirement Security: What Seniors Need to Know about 
Protecting Their Futures,’’ 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn. 

Committee on Government Reform, May 13, Subcommittee 
on Government Efficiency and Financial Management, 
oversight hearing on ‘‘Show Me the Tax Dollars—How 
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Much is Lost to Improper Payments Each Year?’’ 2 p.m., 
2247 Rayburn. 

May 13, Subcommittee on National Security, Emerg-
ing Threats and International Relations, hearing on ‘‘Hu-
manitarian Assistance Following Military Operations: 
Overcoming Barriers,’’ 2 p.m., 2154 Rayburn. 

May 13, Subcommittee on Technology, Information 
Policy, Intergovernmental Relations and the Census, over-
sight hearing entitled ‘‘The American Community Sur-
vey: The Challenges of Eliminating the Long Form From 
the 2010 Census,’’ 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn. 

May 15, full Committee, hearing entitled ‘‘Over-
exposed: The Threats to Privacy and Security on File 
Sharing Networks,’’ 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn. 

May 16, hearing on ‘‘Protecting Our Most Vulnerable 
Residents: A Review of Reform Efforts at the District of 
Columbia Child and Family Services Agency,’’ 10 a.m., 
2154 Rayburn. 

Committee on International Relations, May 13, Sub-
committee on Africa, hearing on Reviewing the Sudan 
Peace Act Report, 2 p.m., 2172 Rayburn. 

May 14, Subcommittee on Europe and the Sub-
committee on International Terrorism, Nonproliferation 
and Human Rights, to continue joint hearings on U.S. 
Cooperative Threat Reduction and Nonproliferation Pro-
grams: How Far Have We Come—Where Are We Head-
ing?, Part 11, 12:30 p.m., 2172 Rayburn. 

May 15, full Committee, hearing on U.S. Policy To-
ward Iraq, 10:30 a.m., 2172 Rayburn. 

Committee on the Judiciary, May 13, Subcommittee on 
Immigration, Border Security, and Claims, oversight 
hearing on ‘‘John Allen Muhammad, Document Fraud, 
and the Western Hemisphere Passport Exception,’’ 2 
p.m., 2237 Rayburn. 

May 14, Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and 
Homeland Security, oversight hearing on ‘‘Reauthoriza-
tion of the U.S. Department of Justice: Bureau of Prisons; 
Office of Justice Programs; U.S. Marshals Service; and 
Criminal Division,’’ 2 p.m., 2141 Rayburn. 

May 15, full Committee, hearing on H.R. 1115, Class 
Action Fairness Act of 2003, 10 a.m., 2141 Rayburn. 

May 15, Subcommittee on Commercial and Adminis-
trative Law, hearing on H.R. 361, Sports Agent Respon-
sibility and Trust Act, 1 p.m., 2141 Rayburn. 

May 15, Subcommittee on the Constitution, oversight 
hearing on the ‘‘Reauthorization of the U.S. Department 
of Justice Civil Rights Division,’’ 3 p.m., 2141 Rayburn. 

Committee on Resources, May 15, Subcommittee Water 
and Power, oversight hearing on CALFED’s Cross-Cut 
Budget, 10 a.m., 1324 Longworth.

Committee on Rules, May 13, to consider the following: 
H.R. 1527, National Transportation Safety Board Reau-
thorization Act of 2003; and H.R. 1000, Pension Security 
Act of 2003, 5 p.m., H–313 Capitol. 

Committee on Science, May 14, hearing on Cybersecurity 
Research and Development, 10 a.m., 2318 Rayburn. 

Committee on Small Business, May 13, hearing to discuss 
the impact of foreign titanium purchased by the Air 
Force on small and medium sized U.S. manufacturers, 2 
p.m., 2360 Rayburn. 

May 14, hearing on the Effect on U.S. Small Business 
of the World Trade Organization’s Challenge to the FSC/
ETI Rules of the IRC, 2 p.m., 2360 Rayburn. 

May 15, Subcommittee on Regulatory Reform and 
Oversight, hearing on the cost of regulations to the small 
business community, 10 a.m., 2360 Rayburn. 

May 15, Subcommittee on Rural Enterprise, Agri-
culture and Technology, hearing on the Impact of the 
Highway Beautification Act on small businesses across 
America, 2 p.m., 2360 Rayburn. 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, May 14, 
Subcommittee on Aviation, to mark up the following: a 
measure to reauthorize programs for the Federal Aviation 
Administration; and the Aviation Security Technical Cor-
rections and Improvement Act, 10 a.m., 2167 Rayburn. 

May 15, Subcommittee on Highways, Transit and 
Pipelines, oversight hearing on overview of Administra-
tion’s Proposed Reauthorization bill (SAFETEA), 2 p.m., 
2167 Rayburn. 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, May 15, to mark up 
pending business, 10 a.m., 334 Cannon. 

Committee on Ways and Means, May 13, Subcommittee 
on Oversight, hearing on the Use of Private Collection 
Agencies to Improve IRS Debt Collection, 2 p.m., 1100 
Longworth. 

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, May 14, execu-
tive, hearing on General Defense Intelligence Program 
(GDIP) Budget, 2 p.m., H–405 Capitol. 

May 15, Subcommittee on Intelligence Policy and Na-
tional Security, executive, hearing on Sensitive Programs 
Budget, 1 p.m., H–405 Capitol. 

Select Committee on Homeland Security. May 15, hearing 
entitled ‘‘Bioshield: Countering the Bioterrorist Threat,’’ 
1 p.m., room to be announced.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE 

2 p.m., Monday, May 12

Senate Chamber 

Program for Monday: Senate will begin consideration of 
S. 2, Jobs and Growth Tax Act (Reconciliation Bill).

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

12:30 p.m., Tuesday, May 13

House Chamber 

Program for Tuesday: To be announced. 
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